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HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: All right.

Pl ease cone to order. W wll now go on the record.

My nane is David Barfield. | am Chief
Engi neer of the Division of Water Resources, Kansas
Departnent of Agriculture, and | will be your
Hearing Oficer today. Wth nme is Kenny Titus,

Chi ef counsel for the Kansas Departnent of
Agriculture, and he will be assisting ne in this
hear i ng.

Today is Novenber 14th, 2017. The tine is
9:05 a.m and we are holding this hearing at the
Cty Limts Convention Center in Col by, Kansas. |If
you have not already done so, | would ask that
everyone present, please go and sign the attendance
sheet located by the door. [If you plan to give
testinony, please indicate that on the sign-in
sheet .

Thank you each for taking tine today to
attend this hearing related to this very significant
matter of groundwater managenent within the
boundari es of Northwest Kansas, G oundwater
Managenent District No. 4.

This hearing is being held pursuant to
K.S. A 82a-741, which governs the establishnment of

| ocal enhanced managenent areas, or LEMAs as we tend
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to call them

This is the second of two hearings to
consi der the managenent plan proposed by GVD No. 4,
G oundwat er Managenent District No. 4, otherw se
known as GVD No. 4. In the plan, | will refer to it
as the Gvd4 District-Wde LEMVA

Pursuant to K S. A 82a-1041(b), tinely
notice of this public hearing was published in the
Col by Free Press on Cctober 13th, 2017; the Goodl and
Star News on Cctober 13th, 2017; and the Kansas
Regi ster on Cctober 12th, 2017. Each water ri ght
owner within the boundaries of the proposed LEVA was
al so mail ed an individual notification of this
heari ng.

| would like to provide just a little bit
of history on sort of what has transpired here, and
particularly on sort of ny role in the plan
devel opnent. The GVD board, as | understand it,
started its discussion and devel opnent of the
district-wde plan, or LEMA, in 2015. M first
know edge of it was when | attended their 2016
annual neeting. | believe it was in February
of 2016. | and several of the staff from Manhattan
went and participated in the annual neeting. W

attended a board neeting just before the annual
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neeting and were briefly briefed on their concepts
for the plan at that point. It has evolved since
then. And our basic involvenent was to give them
I nput, particularly to ensure that the plan that
they woul d develop ultimately woul d be consi st ent
wth state law and its requirements nore broadly.

Fromthere, the GWD, after kicking off and
maki ng the public aware at that annual neeting in
2016 of the plan, had a significant public
I nvol venent process. Several of our staff attended
some of the public neetings. | did not personally.

My next know edge of really the plan was
when they set it up early this year. They set up a
plan that was, as | understand it, substantively the
sanme as the plan we have today, that | amrequired
to review the plan and make sure it conplies with
state |l aw and a nunber of other requirenents before
we kick off the public process.

In reviewmng it, | found a nunber of
things that needed to be clarified, you know, just
witten in a nore clear way. And so we did provide
the GVD with sone input in terns of how to nake the
plan just be witten nore clearly. They took that
i nput and ultimately rewote the plan, again to be

nore cl ear. | also directed staff to assist the QWD
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to make sure that the control provisions woul d
acconplish the goal, and you will hear nore about
that as we go forward today.

So ultimately then the plan as it is
before us today was sent to ne for review and then
we have the process since then.

So this hearing process then was formally
initiated in June, when | found the proposed plan
submtted by GvD4 was acceptabl e for consideration.
As part of the hearing process, it was necessary to
hold an initial hearing to resolve three factual
matters to determne -- one, to determne if one or
nore of the circunstances identified in K S A
82a- 1036 existed; two, whether it was in the public
I nterest to adopt one or nore corrective controls;
and, three, whether the geographic boundaries were
reasonabl e.

| delegated the authority to preside over
the initial hearing to Ms. Connie Onen. M. Oaen
held this initial hearing on August 23 in Col by and
I ssued findings on Septenber 23. M. Ownen's
findings were favorable on all three required issues
and as required by K S. A 82a-1041(b) and (c), | am
hol ding this second hearing on the proposed

managenent pl an.
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| would note for the record, and to
provi de additional background on our hearing
procedures today, that on Cctober 10 we received a
notice of intervention and a notion for continuance
by attorney David Traster on behalf of the group of
I ntervenors. The Liner [phon] notion sought to
delay this hearing. Additional pleadings were filed
on Cct ober 27.

On Cctober 31, | conducted a prehearing
conference to allow for discussion of the hearing

procedures for today and on the notions filed. On

Novenber 6 -- | amsorry, on Novenber 1 and
Novenber 6th, | issued orders of decisions rel ated
to these noti ons and Novenber 6 | issued a

prehearing order to outline the procedures we wl|l
use for today's hearing. Al of these pleadings and
orders have been posted on the departnent's website.
So et ne discuss the procedures for
today's hearing then. As outlined in ny prehearing
order, today's hearing will be divided into two
phases. First, we will hold the formal phase of the
hearing. The formal phase of the hearing wl |
consi st of testinony and questions presented by
t hose parties that have requested to participate in

this portion of the hearing. Those parties are
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G oundwater District No. 4, the Division of Water
Resources and the Intervenors. And each of these
parties is represented here by | egal counsel.

The public will not participate in the
formal portion of the hearing. Testinony in this
formal portion will be presented by the parties in
the followi ng order. Nunmber 1, GVD4; Nunber 2, the
Di vi sion of Water Resources; and Nunber 3, the
I ntervenors represented by David Traster.

During this formal phase of the hearing,
the parties may present their testinony and call
W tnesses to present testinony. The other parties
will be allowed to cross-exam ne or ask clarifying
guestions of all w tnesses, once they conplete their
testinony. | may al so ask questions of each of the
W tnesses at any tine during the proceedi ngs.

VWiile | wll not be allowing the public to
participate in cross-examning wtnesses, you are
free to provide your comments or questions on that
testinony or on any testinony provided here today in
the informal phase or witten conmments provided
after the hearing within the tine period that we
wll allow

Again, as noted in ny prehearing order, |

will not be strictly applying the rule of evidence

VESTERN KANSAS REPORTI NG
620-272- 2820




© 00 N o O b~ w NP

N DN DN N DD P P P PPk
g b~ W N B O © 00 N OO OB~ w N +» O

Page 10

GvD4

i n these proceedi ngs, but | expect all
Ccross-exam nation to bear sone reasonabl e
relationship to the testinony presented by each
W t ness.

Overall, nmy purpose here is to ensure that
each party has the fullest opportunity to be heard
and to present evidence for the record.

So following the formal phase of the
hearing, we will probably take a break at that point
and then we will proceed to the informal phase of
the hearing. During this phase, the public will be
allowed to conmment on the GVD's proposal. Public
coments may be made by any nenber of the public
I ncl udi ng water right owners, businesses,
organi zati ons or anyone that w shes to place a
comment on the record.

Prior to starting the informal phase, |
wi |l again ask that anyone who wi shes to comrent
woul d put their nanme and the organi zation they
represent, if any, on the sign-in sheets |ocated by
the door. | wll then call for those coments in
the order they appear on the sign-in sheets.

Again, during the informal phase of the
hearing, | may ask clarifying questions of anyone

who provides comments to ensure that we have a
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conpl ete record.

As outlined in ny prehearing order the
parties, after | have asked my clarifying questions,
may al so ask clarifying questions. However, such
guestions shall not constitute formal
Ccross-exam nation or an attenpt to underm ne
soneone's coments.

So while you may not be a party here
represented by | egal counsel, | want you each to
know t hat your comrents will be carefully considered
as | seek to decide this matter pursuant to statute.

I f anyone wi shes to respond to a question
in witing follow ng the hearing, they wll be
allowed to do so. You may al so provide your
testinony or comment in a witten form These may
i ncl ude rebuttal testinony based on anything you
heard today. | wll accept witten comments here
today or you can mail that testinony to Ronda Hutton
at the Kansas Departnent of Agriculture, 1320
Research Park Drive, Mnhattan, Kansas 66502.

The deadline for submtting the testinony
I s Tuesday, Decenber 12, 2017. It nust be
post marked by this date. There is also an
i nformation sheet with further instructions |ocated

by the door. So the dates and the address for the
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testinony are on that information sheet. Witten
comrents will be conpiled and posted on DWR s
website for public review. Prior to today's
heari ng, comments have al ready been submtted.
These comments will be made part of the record and
posted on DAR s website, along with any comments
recei ved today and prior to Decenber 12th.

So | guess -- does anybody have commrents
on the procedures for the hearing before we start
the formal stage?

MR. TRASTER: | am wondering -- harvest

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ch, yes. Can
you -- thank you.

MR. TRASTER  Harvest is ongoing and there
may be people who m ght want to nake conments and
| eave. QO hers may want to stay and listen to the
whole thing. W could be tonorrow before we get to
the public comment. And | amjust -- a suggestion.
It is not -- would it nmake sense to have at | east
sonme people be given the opportunity to nmake their
coments so that they can get back out in the field
or do whatever they want? Qoviously they can stay
and |isten, maybe have comrents afterwards. | maybe

shoul d have brought this up before, but it just
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occurred to nme today. It is up to you. Thank you.
HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: All right.
Thank you. So again, as | outlined, we are going to
have a formal phase that probably wll last -- it is
hard to know at this juncture, but it certainly
could last through the norning, easily. | guess if
there is a nenber of the public who w shes to neke a
statenent, an oral statenent, | guess -- you know,
we could go to an informal stage at any point, pause
the formal phase and go to the informal stage if
sonebody needs to nmake a comment. So if you wish to
make an oral statenent, please -- | tell you what,
Chris Beightel, raise your hand. If you wish to
make a formal statenent on the record today, an oral
statenent on the record, and you have to | eave,
l et Chris know and he will let nme know and we will
find a way to acconmodate you, okay, at any point.
Al right?
MR. BEIGHTEL: | will stand back there.
HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Well, this
coul d happen later in the norning. kay, that is
good. O course, again, everyone is free to provide
a witten statenment before Decenber 12th as well.
Any ot her questions before we get started?

Al right. Seeing none, we will go ahead and then
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start the formal phase of this hearing.

As a prelimnary matter, | have pre-filed
testinony that | received from G4 and fromthe
Di vi sion of Water Resources, which we again have
posted on our website. To the extent they are not
presented here today, they are incorporated into the
record of these proceedi ngs. These have al ready
been marked by the court reporter as Exhibits A and
B.

(Marked Exhibit A, Exhibit B.)

Since this hearing may only be held
followng an initial hearing, | amincorporating the
record fromthe initial hearing conducted on
August 23, 2017 into this record, the conplete
record fromthat hearing into this hearing. These
have al ready been marked by the court reporter as
Exhi bit C.

(Marked Exhibit C.)

| would also like to rem nd everyone for

this hearing that it is being transcribed by a court

reporter, Ms. Elaine Shogren. |[If you are giving
oral testinony today, we will ask you to cone
forward, the witnesses will cone forward to this

because here during the formal stage, just to ny

| eft.
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When we are in the informal stage, the
public will come to the podiumjust in front of ne.

W woul d ask that you speak clearly enough
so she hears you. |f she cannot understand your
coments, she will interrupt and ask you to repeat
t hose so they can be accurately recorded.

Bef ore you nmake your coments or give
testinony, Ms. Bailey (sic) will place you under
oath. You wll be asked to state your nanme and
address before testifying. And please renmenber
that, you know, we need obviously only one person
speaking at a tine.

Finally, please remenber that the primary
purpose of this hearing is to determ ne whether the
| ocal enhanced managenent plan with the corrective
control provisions proposed by G4 shoul d be
adopt ed.

If the district-wide LEMAs adopt it, it
will result in additional restrictions to use
currently authorized fromthe underlying base rights
wi thin the proposed LEMA boundary. And these
restrictions wll vary according to the rate of
decline by township wthin GVMXM.

Thi s deci sion nmust be supported by the

record of these proceedings. It is appropriate to
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provi de testinony regardi ng groundwat er conditions,

t he managenent plan's sufficiency to deal with these
conditions or any other topics you believe are
relevant to the criteria set forth in K S. A
82a-1041 and to ny ultimte decision whether or not
to approve the district-w de LEVA

Al right. Wth these prelimnaries
conpl eted, before | comrence wth the formal phase
| would again ask if anyone has questions on our
proceedi ngs today? Ckay.

Wth that, | would now call upon Adam
Dees, attorney for G4, to cone forward and to call
his w tnesses.

MR. DEES. Chief Engineer, | am Adam Dees.
| represent the Northwest Kansas G oundwat er
District -- Managenent District No. 4. And in the
spirit of having a nore informal hearing, we are
going to have Ray Luhman testify. He is going to
give his presentation and then | believe M. Traster
wi || have an opportunity to ask hi m questi ons.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.

Very good. Ray, if you could cone to the because.

For those testifying, these mcs
apparently -- | tried to put it on ny lapel, but it

did not work. You really pretty nmuch have to have
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the mc -- you have to hold it in your hand and put
it right next to your nouth. That is not true for
the public for this mc, but for the |apel mcs you
pretty nmuch have to have it in your nouth.

MR. DEES: And just briefly, we had
submtted -- or GVD has submitted witten testinony
that | believe has already been recorded on the
website. But we have copies for the intervenors,
for DAR, for the Chief Engineer and counsel, for the
court reporter. These copies also include the
various citations and articles that support the
witten testinony. |f | can approach?

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Certai nly.

MR. TRASTER: \What exhibit is this? How
is it marked, is this A?

UNKNOWN SPEAKER: D, as in dog.

MR. TRASTER.  (Ckay.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Just a second
here. Adam is this Exhibit Athen, the pre-filed
testinony that we have already nmarked as Exhibit A
or is this sonething different?

MR DEES. It is Exhibit A although it --
in Exhibit A we had referenced varying articles and
publications and those types of things. This

I ncl udes all of those references that are not
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submtted but are in testinony.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: So do you want
us to replace Exhibit A or make it Exhibit D?

MR. DEES: It is whatever is nost
conveni ent for you guys.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al right. If
It is okay with you, | would like to replace it as
Exhibit A It is just a nore conplete version; is
t hat correct?

MR. DEES: That is correct. W can
replace it or we can --

MR. TRASTER: However you want to do it is
fine wth ne.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: All right. W
will call this Exhibit A then, this fuller version.

MR. DEES:. Thank you.

TESTI MONY OF RAY LUHVAN

My nane is Ray Luhman. | am the nmanager
at Northwest Kansas G oundwater District No. 4. |
amgoing to present this testinony that has been
approved by the board of directors of GVvD4, and |
will go through it briefly. | amdefinitely not
going to read the whol e thing.

As we go through the testinmony -- | have

got to get ny glasses here. Basically, you know, we
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started out that -- we said we are submtting this
testinony in support of the Chief Engineer finding
t hat our proposed | ocal enhanced managenent area

wi th one nodification will conserve water and
educate water users on further conservation nethods
to extend the life of the Ogallala Aquifer in
Nor t hwest Kansas.

GvD4 provides a short history of the Water
Appropriation Act, Goundwater District Act, the
LEMA Act and previous actions taken in this
proceedi ng, then we restate our goal. Lastly, GV
shows how our corrective control neasures should
reach the goal in this case.

Basically then we go through a brief
hi story of the Kansas Water Appropriation Act. W
go through additionally some history on the

formation of the G oundwater Managenment District

Act. And then -- so | amnot really going to go
through that. | think that is fairly common
know edge.

One thing I do want to bring out then was
I n 2012, the Kansas Legi sl ature passed a | ocal
enhanced managenent area statute, K S. A 82a-1041.
Any LEMA is a creature of that statute. This

statute allows the GVDs to address groundwat er
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declines and ot her conditions of concern through
managenent plans that include specific goals and
corrective control procedures while being consistent
with state | aw

This | ocal autonony over the managenent
pl an di stingui shes LEMAs from (i naudible). It needs
to be stated that, you know, a LEMA is basically --
we present our plan, the Chief Engineer can review
and | ook at that plan, but he cannot change that
plan in any way that is nore restrictive than what
We propose.

The history of these proceedings. On
June 7th, Jim Defore [phon] submtted a revised LEVA
proposal to the Chief Engineer. Before submtting
t hat proposed LEMA, GVD4 held four public neetings
i n Col by, Goodland, Hoxie and St. Francis and had
multiple board neetings with nany interested people
attendi ng over a two-and-a-half-year period between
January of 2015 and June of 2017 to discuss the
proposal. This represents significant public
I nvol venment in the process that resulted in a
| ocal | y-devel oped and | ocal | y-requested pl an.

Additional ly, GvD4 had previously
presented a nore restrictive program had an

addi ti onal four neetings. Public acceptance of that
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program was | ess positive and, therefore, the board
rejected that program

On June 27th, the DWR and Chi ef Engi neer
found that on its face, the proposal net the
threshold requirenents of 1041 and initiated these
proceedi ngs.

The determ nation on whet her the proposal
met the K S.A 1041 threshold was not a final
determ nation, but an initial determ nation that the
proposal warranted further review, input,
I nvestigation, testinony and consi deration.

To begin that review, the Chief Engineer
del egated his authority on the first hearing to
| ndependent Hearing O ficer Constance C. Onen to
conduct that initial hearing. Notice of that
hearing was given as required by K S. A 82a-1041.

On August 23rd, Ms. Owen, the Hearing
O ficer, conducted the initial hearing. As David
previously stated, that could cover just three main
guestions. Those were whether or not the boundaries
wer e reasonabl e, whether or not it was in the public

interest to institute corrective control neasures

and -- let's see, what is the other one? Well, |
have lost it. The third one is -- well, | wll
| ook. But, anyway, it is in the testinony. | got
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it, but I forgot it.

Anyway, based on that hearing she found
that that -- that the proposal net the initial
hearing bar. And on Septenber 23rd of 2017, she
I ssued her initial order concluding that the
proposal satisfied those three initial requirenents.

Basically we go through sone additi onal
I nformation on Ms. Onen's findings on that, which I
won't go through here now.

When the LEMA process cones fromthe | ocal
board of directors and the corrective control
provi si ons have been requested fromthat process are
consistent with state law, then the public interest
of the K. S. A 82a-1020 has been sati sfi ed.

In any event, GVD4 provided the water
users information very early in the discussions on
the district-wide LEMA. The evidence provided the
wat er users showed that adopting any corrective
control provisions of water use would al so extend
the life of the regional aquifer.

A web page was created to keep the process
available to the public and was updated regularly by
GVM4's staff. Beginning in January of 2015, the
process was covered by at | east 28 board neeti ngs,

many of which were attended by nenbers of the
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public, and the board did |isten to comments t hat
were given at those neetings.

Basically we go through that the
corrective control neasures should reach the LEMA
goal. One of the goals of the LEMA is inproved
managenent of water and not to exceed irrigating 1.7
mllion acre-foot over a five-year period of tine.

Through that process, you know, we feel
that the proposals that we have made will reach this
goal and, therefore, we should go forward with
t hose.

Sonme basic information on the corrective
control neasures is basically we went in and it was
kind of a two-tiered process. W, first of all,
went in and used Kansas Geol ogi cal Survey section
| evel data, which I think Brownie will cover here in
alittle bit. But basically that section | evel data
establi shes a bedrock el evation and a water table
el evation for the center of every section in the
district.

We | ooked at that data for the period of
2004 through 2015 and established an annual decline
rate for each section in the district. Then at that
time, we coal esced the sections into the |egal

t ownshi ps, six-by-six sections, and cane up with an
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average annual decline rate for every township
within the district.

Those townshi ps were then ranked from no
decline, zero to .5 percent decline, .5 percent to
one percent decline, one to two percent decline, and
then greater than two percent decline. Those
townshi ps then were set in these categories.

Then we went into the Natural Resources
Conservation Service irrigation requirenents for
corn for our area, and we zoned out our district
fromeast to west, basically setting two zones per
county. | interpolated the net irrigation
requi rement figures to the western edge of each one
of the boundaries that are in the district.

Then at that tinme, depending on which zone
they fell in and what the decline status of the
t ownshi ps were, we then assigned an anount of water
on an acre-inch-per-acre basis. The acreage was
determned fromthe Division of Water Resources WRI S
system Water Rights Information System of reported
acres. And | believe we used 2009 through 2015.

The reason that we started with 2009 was
the fact that that is the first year that all water
use in Goundwater District 4 was netered and we

ended at ' 15 because that was the | ast data
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available at the time we were putting together this
pl an.

Based on that, then we assigned an anount
for each water right in the district and then
converted that into an acre-foot amount for each
wat er holder. It needs to -- also one thing we did
was for sone of the nore heavy users, we said that
we wi Il not decrease anyone nore than 25 percent

except for those that are going to be decreased down

to a maxi mum of 18 i nches. In the areas of the
district that will have corrective control neasures
provi ded, there will be no punpage over an average

of 18 inches per acre.

So we will -- it is our contention that
this LEMA proposal does have the effect of
establishing or identifying aquifer subunits.

Al though it is district-wde, by using the decline
status for each township it does differentiate

bet ween areas that have little or no decline and
areas that have high decline. And fromthat
standpoint, | believe that we do | ook at | ocal

aqui fer subunits.

Each allocation for irrigation will be a
total five-year anmount. There is not any annual

I nches-per-acre requi renent or anything. It is just
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a total five-year quantity of water that the
I ndi vidual s can use as they see fit, as |long as they
do not over-punp their water right.

If, in fact, an individual wants to
possi bly over-punp that water right, we have a
mul ti-year flex account available or those water
rights can negotiate with the Division of Water
Resources on a water conservation area.

After conpleting this cal cul ati on, about
65 percent of the wells or well groups slated for
LEMA all ocations will have a LEMA allocation that is
| ess than their conbi ned diversions from 2009
t hrough 2015.

Now, this is an area that we do want to
request that a nodification be nmade in our regional
proposal. For the non-irrigation use type, the GWD
board requests that the follow ng | anguage nodify
the stock water portion of the proposed LEVA
nodi fication for two reasons.

First, the total acres allocated for stock
water usage in GV is less than 0.5 percent of the
total appropriations. Secondly, the animal feeding
and dairies represent a significant market for our
| ocal crops and the GVD board reasoned that ani ma

feeding and dairies should not be unduly restricted.
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The GVD board will still encourage
| i vestock and poultry operations to only use
90 percent of the amobunt they are allocated. The
proposed nodifications read, in Part 2(a), |ivestock
and poultry use will be encouraged to maintain their
use at 90 percent of the said anount provided by
K.A R 5-3-22 based on the nmaxi mum anmounts
reportabl e by the nunber of aninmals authorized by
current facility permt. Again, at notinme wll a
stock water right be authorized to punp nore than
Its authorized quantity.

Part 2(d), we would request that that be
converted [sic] to read, "Wen converting from
irrigation to non-irrigation use, the base water
right will be converted under the procedures in
K. AR 5-5-9, 5-10, or any G oundwater NManagenent
District regulation. And the appropriate
non-irrigation, the locally enhanced managenent area
allocation wll apply as found in Section 2 for the
remai nder of the LEMA. Parts 2(b), 2(c) and 2(e) of
t he proposal would remain the sane.

Again, let nme restate our thoughts that
there really doesn't need to be any additional
restrictions and we don't think we want to restrict

wat er use to our aninmal feeding and dairies.
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As we get further into this, we have
proposed an appeal process whereby peopl e who
believe that their acre allocations have been not
figured correctly will be able to neet wwth GWD
staff to see if the situation can be rectified. And
then if they cannot cone to an agreenent wth the
staff, they can bring their appeal to the entire
G oundwater District 4 board.

We did this just to make sure that there
weren't any discrepancies in the irrigated acres.
And this appeals process is an effort by GV to
make sure that the allocations are correctly set.

kay. We go into violations. |In our
proposal this tinme, we just note that they will be
consistent with the violations section of the
Sheridan 6 LEMA. Also as an attachnment to today's
testi nony, we do have the entire proposal attached
to that, so there is nore detail as far as the
viol ations in our proposal.

One thing that we have added was that --
It concerns neter tanpering. And we say if a
preponder ance of evidence suggests that actions have
been taken to renove or alter the neter's ability to
accurately neasure flow, the offending water right

Wi Il be suspended for a period of five years and any
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remai ning LEMA al l ocation will be lost. And that is
probably about all the detail | was going to give on
t hat .
Econom c viability. W have had several
studies done, mainly by Dr. Bill Golden at Kansas

State University. Most of his studies have focused
on the Sheridan 6 LEMA, where he has found, at |east
in the first four years that he has studied, that
cash flow and profitability within that LEMA, which
by the way has a significantly | ower allocation than
what we are proposing in the district-w de, have
remai ned pretty nmuch the sane as their peer group
around the outside of that.

A previous study done by Dr. Gol den and
then Peterson and O Brien, which was the potenti al
econom c i nmpact of water use changes in Northwest
Kansas was done in 2008. It was a very |large study.
But one of the main issues that was brought out in
that is that if you are going to reduce water use in
an area, the absolute worst thing you can do is
dried-up acres, which use of a reverse order of
priority system woul d do.

He mai ntai ns and shows that keeping the
nost acres wet is the best way to institute

corrective control neasures, and that was one of the
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overriding plans or overriding things that the board
found out when we were doing this proposal.

| guess about the end of this is,
furthernore, this proposal does not contain any
restrictions that are bel ow the average water needs
for corn. And nost of the wells or groups of wells
have all ocations at or above the 80-percent chance
NIR for corn.

Lastly, the greatest restriction,
25 percent, is well within the zero reduction to
30- percent reduction | anguage as contenpl ated by the
Gol den reports. And we feel that we can maintain
econom c viability in the area wwth this proposal.

In conclusion, we contend that the Chief
Engi neer shoul d adopt Hearing O ficer Onen's order
on initial requirenents on the G oundwater
Managenent District-Wde LEMA and incorporate it
into the Chief Engineer's order. Two, that the
Chi ef Engi neer should issue an order of decision
accepting the proposal with the nodifications and,
in turn, the proposal with nodifications to GvD4 for
approval. And on approval by GvD4, the Chief
Engi neer shoul d i ssue an order of designation
designating all of GvD4 as a LEMA and i npl enenting

the nodified corrective controls within the proposal
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and as descri bed above.
Wth that, | will stand for questions.
HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: M. Dees, do
you have any questions for M. Luhnman?
MR. DEES. |If you have got questi ons,

Chi ef Engi neer, you can go first.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Well, | tell
you what, | would like the parties to go. And if
the parties don't clarify things, | can ask ny

guesti ons.

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON OF MR LUHVAN
BY MR DEES:
Real |y qui ckly, Ray, just to refresh your
recollection a little bit. On Ms. Ownen's order, was
the third finding that there was a need for
corrective control s?
We had declining water tables.
kay.
Yeah, we had declining tables. That was the third
one.
Ckay.
Good cat ch.
And it appears that you and the Division of Water
Resources have worked fairly extensively on creating

this plan and, for lack of a better term massaging
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it and getting it into shape; is that correct?

Vel l, you know, | wouldn't necessarily put it that
way in the fact that the plan has been pretty nuch
entirely devel oped by the G oundwater Managenent
District board. W have had sone conversations with
the Division of Water Resources about l|legalities and
that type of thing, but the proposal itself has been
done by staff and the board.

Okay. But you believe that the GvD4 and the

Di vision of Water Resources can effectively nonitor
and enforce this plan to neet the corrective control
provi si ons?

Yeah, | do. And that is maybe one thing |I left out
Is the fact that, you know, through this proposal we
will turn over the enforcenent to the Division of
Water Resources. W have sent our initial
spreadsheet to themthat has the allocations. And
it is kind of a dynam c sheet, but it is nowin the
hands of the Division of Water Resources. There is
a site where you can plug in your water right nunber
and get your allocation. It is on their website.
kay. And that relationship, you assune, is going
to continue?

| woul d hope so.

That is good. Really quickly. By using the decline
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rate at the township level to determ ne the LEVA

al l ocati ons, does that reward water users that have
conserved water in the past?

You know, that was kind of an issue -- you know, |
don't knowif it is really germane, but one of the
earlier plans that we had | ooked at actually was

| ooki ng at each individual water right in the
district, saying how nuch have you punped and how
much of a restriction should you take.

| don't renenber the year, but the Kansas
Legi sl ature has put |anguage in several places in
state law that says if you are | ooking at doing sone
sort of conservation cutbacks, that you have to take
I nt 0o account previous conservation requirenents.

So fromthat standpoint, we could see
early on that each individual that m ght have a
al l ocation given to them was probably going to claim
that they were conserving, whether they were or not.
But, you know, you could see with 3,600 wells, that
was goi ng to be quite an extensive process.

So we did go back and we just decided to
go across the board with an all ocati on based on
their irrigated acres and we did not take into
account cropping type or anything like that. It was

just based on acres.
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| need to further state that this proposal
does not apply to vested rights either. | forgot to
bring that up.
kay. But how does it reward users who have
conserved in the past?
Well, | think in several ways. Well, | know in
certain ways people that have been conserving water,
you know, doing it just because they can conserve or
because their well capacities have backed off,
actual ly could receive allocations under this
proposal that is in excess of what they have been
punping. So | think -- you know, fromthat
standpoint | think they were not further knocked
down because of the conservation efforts.
Okay. And then real quickly, can you explain one
nore tine to ne how and why the corrective control
neasures are going to reach the goals of additional
education and that 1.7 mllion acre-feet?
Well, basically on the additional education, as you
can see fromthe map, there are sone very |arge
areas -- or not large, but there is a very
significant area of the G oundwater Managenent
District that will not have LEMA all ocati ons
assigned to them because they are in | ow decline

ar eas.
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| maintain that people in those areas
probably have a |large incentive to naintain their
status in that blue or green township so that if, in
fact, in five years they decide to go through with
anot her LEMA process that they are not targeted.

As far as neeting the 1.7 mllion
acre-foot over five years, what | did on that was |
just did a calculation of all of the water users and
said, okay, if you punped -- the average anount you
have punped or the LEMA quantity, whichever is
nore -- or whichever is less, what will that total
come up to.
kay. And that total is under the 1.7 mllion
acre-feet?

Yes, it was.

kay. And then -- | know that, you know, there is a
limted ability for us to project in the future what
coul d happen in subsequent LEMA iterations of this
site.

Uh- huh.

But is there a provision in this LEVA that would --

t hat encourages future groundwater managenent boards
to reward or --

There is -- you know, and | need to make that clear

is the fact that this LEMA as proposed is not one
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that can be extended or anything like that. It is
proposed for a flat five-year period. |[If, in fact,

in that sixth year or during that tinme that the
people in charge at that tinme want to do it again,
we have to go through this whol e process.

One thing in our proposal was that if this
woul d happen, that the board of directors at that
time would consider up to a 10 percent carryover of
anything left in the existing LEMA accounts.

MR. DEES: Thank you, Chief Engineer.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.

M. Traster, | wll go ahead and take your questions
next .

MR. TRASTER: | thought the D vision was
going first.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: All right.
That is fine. W can do that.

MR. TRASTER: | am happy to do what ever.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Eit her way.
M. O een, do you have any questions?

MR. OLEEN: No questions for the DWR

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.
M. Traster.

MR. TRASTER:. Thank you.

CROSS EXAM NATI ON OF RAY LUHVAN
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BY MR TRASTER:

WIll you give us a little background? And, by the
way, My name is David Traster. W have net before.
Ri ght.

| ama |lawer from Wchita.

Ri ght .

How | ong have you been at GVD? How | ong have you
been enpl oyed there?

Since 1979. Wiich is, what, 37, 38 years, sonething
l'i ke that.

19797

Ri ght.

And what has your role been at the GW?

| was originally hired as the assistant manager
field coordi nator on February 1st, 1979, and |
remained in that position up until 2015 when | was
pronoted to manager.

When Wayne retired?

No. Actually when Wayne retired, we had an interim
man -- or not an interi mmanager, but we had anot her
manager hired at that tine. And then she noved away
and | took that position.

Ckay. So when did Wayne retire, if you recall? |
nean, how | ong was she [sic] there?

| think Wayne retired in 2014, 1 think.
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Q Al right.

A That is fine.

Q Wuld you agree that conservation -- everybody wants
to conserve water?

A R ght.

Q | nean that is a given, right?

A Un- huh.

Q | nmean there isn't any controversy about that,
right?

A Right.

Q You testified that you submtted this plan to the
Chi ef Engi neer for approval on June 8th and then
that you made a m nor nodification, correct?

A We have not nmade that mnor nodification. W are
requesting that through this hearing.

Q | see. So the mnor nodification, when was that --
you submtted that to the DWR for review and
approval; is that --

A No. W thought we would do this through this
heari ng process.

Q Okay. So the mnor nodification has not been
reviewed according to the three steps that take
place in the LEMA process where the Chief
Engi neer --

A Ch, are you tal king about the first hearing? No.
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No. | amtal king about the initial review that he
nmakes to cover those five or six points.

No, it would not have been.

kay. But it is being submtted. 1Is the plan that
you are asking himto approve --

Uh- huh.

-- is it -- has the board formally anmended it?

| don't know if they have fornmally anended it. Now,

they have formally adopted the proposed change in
the stock water use. And so they have not nodified
the plan per -- you know, to-date. Again, we are
requesting that through this process.

Sure. | amtrying to get to technically, you know,
whet her it has been -- the plan has been anended.
mean, the Chief Engineer has four options under the
statute: He can approve it as witten; he can send
It back and disprove it; he can send it back with a
few coments; or he can say, hey, start over. He
has four options.

Yeah. But through the hearing process, there is a
provision in there that the G oundwater Managenent
District can or may -- or can request revisions

t hrough the hearing process. He can consider those
and return themto the district. Either he accepts

t hem or doesn't.
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Sure.

But if he does, he can return themto the district.
Wll, | amnot suggesting that he can or can't. Al
| amjust trying to make sure is | understand what
the Chief Engineer can do with this order --

Ri ght .

-- and, you know, sort of what that anmendnent is for
and what it does and howit works so that | -- |
nmean, which one of those four options is going to
be -- | mean -- | guess what | am asking you to say
definitively is the plan as submtted, has it been
anended or not? | nean, they have adopted this --
No, it has not.

So he could adopt it w thout the anmendnent --

Yes.

-- and we woul d be done?

Supposedl y, yes.

kay. Under that first option, right?

Uh- huh.

But you want himto anmend it, correct?

Yes.

And the board has approved the anendnent ?

Yes.

kay. And can you explainin alittle nore detail

what that anendment does, what it is for?
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A Basically the -- | think the proposal as submtted

stated that stock water used would be restricted to

a given amount -- let nme see if I can find that.
The plan as proposed said that |ivestock

and poultry use wll be restricted to 76 percent of

the quantity of water deened to be reasonable for

| i vestock and poultry provided by K AR 5-3-22 in

townships with greater than two percent average

annual decline and 85 percent of that said anmount in

townshi ps with average annual declines between one

and two percent based on the maxi nrum head

supportable by a feedlot per head in effect on

Decenber 1st, 2015.

So the plan as it was submtted cut back --

Well, it wll put restrictions on -- it would put

restrictions on stock water, yeah.

Right. And it would put restrictions on stock water

that were different than the restrictions on

irrigation rights, correct?

Yes, yeah.

And so that was the plan as submtted. But what is

t he anendnent you are asking for today?

Ckay. What we are asking for nowis that that be

nodified to the Part 2A, which we woul d say

| i vestock and poultry use will be encouraged to
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mai ntain their use of 90 percent of the said anmount
provi ded by 5-3-22 based on the naxi mum anpunt
supportabl e by the nunber of animals authorized by a
current facility permt.

And then, again, there was -- a
nodi fi cati on was proposed in Part 2(d), whereby we
woul d say that the conversions fromthat -- if you
are going to convert irrigation over stock water,
that we use the current state regul ations rather
than -- | think our original proposal said that it
woul d have to be held back to the LEMA quantity was
t he maxi num that coul d be convert ed.

So under the original proposal which the Chief
Engi neer coul d adopt --

Uh- huh.

-- awater right that is for stock water --

Uh- huh.

So a water right that is for irrigation, that is
changed to a water right for stock water during this
process -- during the LEMA --

Uh- huh.

-- would be -- would be permanently set at this
| oner level, at the lower level in the --
Through that conversion process, Yyes.

Right. And so would you say that this doesn't
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really affect these water rights, existing water
rights, it would affect water rights that were
changed fromirrigation to stock water during the
LENMA?

Yeah. That is as proposed, yes.

That is what?

That is as proposed, yes.

As proposed. But you are asking that that be --

Be done away with.

kay. So | guess what | am -- what you are asking
t he Chief Engineer to do or what you are asking him
not to do is approve it as submtted; you are asking
himto submt it back to you for --

Yeah --

-- because the plan -- let nme finish.

Ckay.

The pl an has not been anmended?

Ri ght.

We can agree?

Ri ght.

And so if he is going to nake this adoption, he
doesn't get to do -- approve it as witten, he has
to cone back under the third or fourth option set
out in the statute, resubmt it back to the GWD for

the plan to be anmended, correct?
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Ri ght, yeah. And if he adopts --

That is all right. | got it.

Ckay. You got it?

| got it. Thanks.

kay.

You indicated that you had not had any -- that you
devel oped the plan. And by "you", | nean the GWD,
the board and staff working together. And | have
been able to review very briefly your m nutes over
the | ast couple of years and see that there has been
quite a bit of discussion about it, so |I understand
what you are sayi ng.

What was the genesis of this plan? Wy

did you start? | nean --

Basically back -- let's see, in -- | don't know if |
have got that note with me. | think it was back in
early 2015, the board of directors have -- really at

the urging of sone of the general public that was at
one of our board neetings stated, you guys need to
have a goal statenent. And so basically we started
to work on a goal statenent.

And at that tinme -- and | am probably not
going to get it all right, but at that tine we
adopted a goal statenent that said by 2016, | think,

that we would have in place a district-wide -- sone
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A

sort of programthat woul d decrease water use and
woul d i ncrease the conservation of the area. |
don't have --

| under st and.

But that is kind of where the process started at
that tine.

Well, you testified, though, that there was a
previous plan --

Yes.

-- that was rejected? Ws that before or after
20157

That was after that.

That was after --

-- after the goal statenent.

| see.

And -- basically | do have a map on that, but it is
not that one. But anyway, we had taken that first
out to a series of public neetings also in Hoxie,
Col by, Goodland and St. Francis. And although there
was sone support for that, it was not as strong as
we woul d have hoped and we went back to the draw ng
boar d.

So when were those neetings, roughly? | nean, what
nonth in 2015, if you recall?

It seened like they were -- | amthinking they were
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in Decenber, but I don't know for sure. | would
have to | ook.

That is fine. And when were the public neetings,
those four public neetings on this plan, when were

t hey hel d?

They were held about this tinme |last year, | believe.
So August ?

Well, no, it would have been, | believe, later in

t he year.

Al right. WIlIl -- so was it during harvest?

No. No, it was not.

kay. So you had those public neetings a year ago,
roughl y?

Roughly. Right, uh-huh.

Was the plan fornulated at that tine?

The plan had been fornul ated or had been put

t oget her by the board and was presented to the
public at that tine.

| see. So the conplete plan with all terns and all
of its conditions -- | mean, | guess there were sone
m nor nodifications clarifying anmendnents that were
along -- after that. So the public had access and
had copies of the plan that is in the draft form at
that tinme?

Not really, in the fact that the plan that we took
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to the public on that second round of public
neetings probably was slightly nore restrictive than
the final plan. And the reason for that was we went
back in and did sone additional -- |ooked at the
data, whereby we took out the sections that had 15
foot or less of saturated thickness out of the

cal cul ations, re-ran the cal cul ati ons and cane up
wth a map that was |less restrictive, especially
around the fringes of the district.

Okay. But ny question is whether or not there was a
draft plan that was actually submtted and avail abl e
to the public during those neetings or did you
sinply describe it to the public in the neetings?

| probably just described it, although the plan did
exi st and was a public record, so it was avail abl e.
But was it readily available? Ws it on the
website?

| don't -- | don't knowif it was at that tinme. It
may have not gone on the website until we nmade the
proposal to the Division.

kay. So when you say "it may not have been", |
mean, it wasn't -- is it fair to say it was not on
the --

| don't know.

Let ne finish. It was not on the website until it
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was submitted to the district -- to the DWR?

A | can't tell you that for sure. | truly don't know.
If I was over at the office, | could tell you.

Q And that is absolutely a perfectly good answer. "I
don't know' is fine.

A  kay.

Q I will accept that every day.

A kay.

Q | don't want you to tell me anything you don't know.
kay?

A Kkay.

Q | don't want you to guess. So would it be fair -- |
am asking you, would it be fair to say that the plan
as drafted, the witten detail ed step-by-step plan,
was placed on the website at about the tine it was
submtted to -- in the time frame, wthin weeks of
the tinme it was submtted to the Chief Engineer?

A Yes. Yes, | would say that.

Q And so it was available to the public if they had
filed an open records request?

A Yes.

Q But it wasn't readily accessi ble w thout doing that
before sonetinme around in June, maybe | ate My
of 20177

A Yes.
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Q Okay. In your testinony you spend sone tine talking
about the -- your witten testinony, this idea that

It nmeets the public interest. And | was confused by
t hat section because | didn't understand what point
you were nmaking.

Can you tell nme what point you were trying
to make with your -- the section of your -- | am
| ooking at Exhibit A | think.

MR. TRASTER: |s that what we said?

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Yes, Exhibit A
And what page of the testinony?

MR. TRASTER:. | am | ooking here.
(BY MR TRASTER) Page 4 of 45 has a section here
where it tal ks about the public interest. And I
think you testified -- well, on Page 5 of 45 it
tal ks about the public interest as set out in
82a-1020.
Uh- huh.
What was your point in this --
Basically we at |east referenced in this testinony
the followup testinony that we gave in conjunction
with the first hearing. And in that process, | had
a rather large excerpt fromthe G oundwater
Managenent District managenent plan that deals with

the public interest. And | think, you know, through

VESTERN KANSAS REPORTI NG
620-272- 2820




© 00 N o O b~ w NP

N DN DN N DD P P P PPk
g b~ W N B O © 00 N OO OB~ w N +» O

Page 50
Qv

the preparation of this, naybe that got |eft out.
But basically what we naintain is by our

managenent program this -- you know, this proposal

will nmeet the public interest as defined by our

managenent pl an.

Okay. But you are also testifying here that it

neets the public interest as defined by 82a-1020,

correct?

Yes, sSir.

And 82a- 1020, what is that? What does that say?

And just for your -- your recollection. | don't --

| have got it here, | know what it says, so |

am-- but what is your --

| don't really even find it.

That is all right. So the public -- 82a-1020, you

woul d agree with me, is the first section in the

G oundwat er Managenent District plan?

Oh, okay. Right.

And it sets out the basic Kansas public policy with

respect to the establishnent of a groundwater

managenent district; does it not?

Ri ght .

And we woul d all agree that basic Kansas public

policy -- let me back up. Strike that.

It isin the public interest, we agreed at
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t he begi nning of mnmy cross-exam nation, that
conserving water is in the public interest?

Ri ght.

Al right. But there are other things that are in
the public interest too, right?

Yeah. | would assune so, yes.

So, for instance, 82a-1020 says it is the policy of
this act to preserve the basic water use doctrine;
does it not?

Yes, it does.

And it says that groundwater managenent districts
are to -- that local water users get to determ ne
their own destiny insofar as it does not conflict
with the basic |aws and policies of the state of
Kansas, correct?

Ri ght .

So there are other -- are you -- you have been at
the GWD since 1979 --

Yes, sir.

-- and you have read the Water Appropriation Act?
Ri ght .

Several tinmes, | bet, in that tinme?

Ri ght .

You know that the Water Appropriation Act is

referred to in the G oundwater Managenent District
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Act several tinmes, right?

Ri ght .

For instance, the district powers include the
ability to propose regulations that the Chief

Engi neer then adopts that are applied only within

t he Groundwat er Managenent District, correct?

Yes, sir.

And that provision, K S A 82a-1028 Subsection O
requires that the regul ations inplenent the

provi sions of the groundwater -- or of the Water
Appropriation Act, correct? Subsection O clear at

t he bottom

Yeah, | have got it. So, yeah, | agree.

Ckay. And in addition, the statute -- the

G oundwat er Managenent District Act in 82a-1029 says
t hat before you can undertake a managenent program
you have to -- before you can undertake active
managenent you have to propose a nanagenment program
and the Chief Engineer has to review and approve it,
right?

That is correct.

And in 1977, the GVD proposed a managenent plan and
It was approved, correct?

Yeah. | think they even proposed one before that,

but | don't know that for a fact because | know --

VESTERN KANSAS REPORTI NG
620-272- 2820




© 00 N o O b~ w NP

N DN DN N DD P P P PPk
g b~ W N B O © 00 N OO OB~ w N +» O

GvD4

Page 53

O » O >

O >

Ckay. Well, the ones that were produced, the

earliest one you have produced so far is the 1977

one.
Ckay.
So that is the one | amgoing wth.

Ckay.

At | east by 1977, you had -- the district had -- and

this was before you were there, obviously.

Ri ght .

But there was a nmanagenent program t hat

had been

approved by the Chief Engineer in place at that

time, right?
Yes, sir.

And that provision, 82a-1029, says that

t he

managenent program can only be approved if the Chief

Engi neer finds that it is conpatible with the Water

Appropriation Act, correct?

Yes. It has got to be consistent with state | aw

Right. So in 1978, the |legislature enacted the

| GUCA statute, right?

| think that is when it was, yes, sir.

And this is sort of -- the LEMA is sort
brot her of an | GUCA, wouldn't you say?
is --

Vell, it may be the other way around.

of the baby

| nean, it

But, yeah,
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they are definitely rel ated.

Ckay. Well, what do you nean by "the ot her way
around" ?

Because the | GUCA statute existed for many years
before the LEMA statute was passed.

kay. Well, you are supposed to listen to what |
meant, not what | said.

Ch, okay.

So the LEMA statute is the baby brother --

Ri ght.

-- of | GUCA?

| would agree with that.

Al right. And the LEMA statute has many of the
provi sions of the | GUCA statute copyrighted, doesn't
it?

Yes, sir, it does.

And the LEMA statute is -- the legislature said this
anends the G oundwater Managenment District Act; in
other words, it gets included in the overall

G oundwat er Managenent District Act?

Uh- huh.

So the control provisions that are authorized by
both the LEMA statute and the | GUCA statute include,
anong other things -- close to the district's new

appropriations?
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Uh- huh.

That has already virtually been done, right?

Right. Yes, that has been done.

So one of the options is to determ ne the total
perm ssi bl e withdrawal of groundwater within the
LEMA. And you are suggesting 1.7 mllion acre-feet
be the total ?

That is the goal statenent, yes, sir.

Okay. But it also says that it is supposed to be
apportioned, insofar as possible -- | want to get
this right -- insofar as nmay reasonably be done,
apportion the permssible withdrawal in the area in
accordance with relative dates of priority, correct?
Yes, that is what it says.

And that is not what you did here, is it?

No. But Paragraph 3 right after that, because it
does not say that the Chief Engineer has to do those
things. It says it should include that.

Paragraph 3 right after that says reducing
the perm ssible w thdrawal of groundwater by anyone
or nore appropriators thereof or by the wells in the
Local Enhanced Managenent Area.

So you are relying on this third option?
Yes.

Reduci ng the perm ssi ble w thdrawal of groundwater
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by anyone or nore appropriators thereof or by wells.

So are you saying, in essence, that this
anends or changes the prior appropriation doctrine
that is set out in -- | nmean, you don't -- you know
what the prior appropriation doctrine is and how it
Is applied?
Ri ght, uh- huh.
And that woul d be pretty devastating really to have
the prior appropriation doctrine apply strictly in
the district; would it not?
Yes, it woul d.
Now, let's just take off as a little bit of aside on
that. You said sonething about a study that was
done that you need to keep everything wet?
Yes.
Tell nme about that.
Okay. Just a brief overview on that is basically
Dr. Bill Golden and others back in -- it was
sonetinme back in -- before we cane up with the
Sheridan 6 LEMA had done a study that said what is
the inpact to the | ocal val ue-added econony due to
reduced -- or water right reductions or water use
reductions in Northwest Kansas.

And he -- it is a thick study. But,

anyway, he went through -- he had several different
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scenarios that he outlined on that. And basically
we net with himseveral tines as the board had
guestions of himand as he worked his way through
t hat .

But one of the principles in that was
that, you know, the absolute worst way, whether it
was through KREP [sic] or whether through a reversal
of priority or buying out water rights, the worst
thing you could do to affect the | ocal val ue-added
econony was to dry up acres.

So that is nore of an economc issue than it is a
concern about how |l and is farnmed?

Yeah. Yeah.

Ckay.

Yeah. That was basically an econom c study, yes,
Sir.

Sure. Gkay. Al right. | think |I understand that.
You would agree with ne that the prior appropriation
doctrine is a key elenent of the Kansas Water
Appropriation Act, right?

Yes.

It also says that -- are you famliar with K S A
82a-707(b) that says that the priority of every

wat er right and not the purpose of use detern nes

the right to divert user water?
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A Yes.

Q And so what this is is that -- that you don't get to
decide -- you don't get to allocate water based on
the idea that it is either stock watering or
muni ci pal or irrigation, but you have to follow the
prior appropriation doctrine?

A Yeah.

Q And you are not doing that here?

A No, we are not.

Q And the reason you are not doing that here is
because of that third option that you nentioned?

A Yes.

Q Okay. But you cone back to the public interest
being -- inplenenting -- you are trying to inplenent
the public policy statenent in 82a-1029, which says
preserve the basic water use doctrine, which
I ncl udes the prior appropriation act, right?

A Yes.

Q Okay. It is also true, is it not, that water
right -- the water appropriation right is a real
property right, correct?

A Wll, to a certain extent, yes.

Q It either is or it is not.

A Then it is not.

Q It is not a real property right?
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A | would contend -- and this is just ne personally,
but | but content that any certificate of
appropriation issued after safe yield was reached
in -- in any part of the H gh Plains Aquifer is not
an actual water right because it is not sustainable.

Q GCkay. So you know how water appropriation rights
are created, right?

A Yes.

Q Sonebody files an application?

A Uh- huh.

Q And if it is in the GV, then the GVWD revi ews and
approves -- reviews that water right and nakes a
recommendation to the Chief Engineer?

A Yes.

Q It is submtted to the Chief Engineer. The Chief
Engi neer then submts it for reviewto the board and
t hey nake the recommendati on back to the Chief
Engi neer ?

A R ght.

Q And the Chief Engineer then either issues the permt
or he does not?

A Correct.

Q And when he issues that permt, he has to nake
certain findings; does he not?

A Yes, he does.
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He has to make a finding that it is in the public

i nterest, right?

Yes.

He has to nmake a finding that the quantity is
reasonabl e, right?

Yes.

He has to make a finding that it is not going to

I mpair existing rights, right?

He i s supposed to.

So are you saying that he issues permts wthout
maki ng that finding?

He coul d.

How coul d he do that?

| don't know.

Can you give ne a specific instance where he issued
a permt in GvD4 without making a determ nation that
didn't inpair?

Not -- not a specific one. But there are plenty of
them out there, you know, especially back when we
had the quarter-mle well spacing days. | wll
guarantee you, there is a lot of those wells that
cannot sit in there and exist a quarter mle apart
and not inpair one other. But that was a different
adm nistration, a different tine, a different

phi | osophy.
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Q Sure. But that -- | nean, the Chief Engi neer has

est abl i shed policies and procedures for how he is
going to make those determ nations, right?

Yeah. And they have evolved and they are nuch
better today than they were in the old days, you
know, I will tell you that. Because we used to --
even locally, we had regulations that we thought
covered inpairnment, but it was just nore or less a
bl anket regulation. | think now in today's day,

TI CE [ phon] equations are used, all kinds of

cal cul ations are used to nmake those possible

| npai rnment determnations. So | amnot really
saying that they are doing that today, but it has
been done.

Sure. So those determnations that it is not going
to inmpair is a perspective of looking into the
future --

Ri ght --

-- of we don't think this is going to inpair
sonmeone, correct?

Uh- huh, right.

When the aquifer was full, early in its devel opnent,
did quarter-m | e spaci ngs cause i npairnent?
Probably not.

So it was after the aquifer started to be drawn down

VESTERN KANSAS REPORTI NG
620-272- 2820




© 00 N o O b~ w NP

N DN DN N DD P P P PPk
g b~ W N B O © 00 N OO OB~ w N +» O

Page 62
Qv

that you started to see the possibility that a
guarter-mle spacing for a new appropriation right
coul d possibly inpair another one?

Ri ght.

And there could be inpairnent based on -- from ol der
wat er rights that had been issued previously because
t he spaci ng was too narrow, correct?

Correct.

But at the tine, there was no -- the Chief Engineer
had to have found that inpairnent is not likely to
occur, right?

| think you are right.

In any event, the Chief Engineer, when he issues a
permt, nmakes a determ nation about the potenti al

| npai rment, right?

Yes.

And one way he nmekes that determination is to make
sure that the well spacing is adequate?

Ri ght.

| am going to cone back to what | think you said;
and that is, that the Chief -- were you suggesting
that the Chief Engineer has issued permts in the
GW in the past where -- that he didn't nake a
finding that it would not inpair other water rights?

| don't know. You know, that is hard to say. |
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don't think that that is the case today. But | do
believe that in the past there were water right
applications that were approved that -- at | east

gi ven today's way of thinking, that are causing

| mpai rment .

That is really not the question though, is it, Ray?
Well, | don't know \WWat did you ask ne?

And maybe that's ny fault. | amperfectly wlling
to accept the idea that | didn't ask a very good
guesti on.

The act requires himto nmake that finding,
does it not, the finding that there is not -- that
It won't inpair existing rights? | nean, that is
one of the findings he has to nake?

Yes, it does.

All right. And it is a prospective -- it is a
finding based on what he knows that day; is that
right?

Yeah, | agree wth that.

Ci rcunst ances change and maybe there is inpairnent
now, but at the tinme he didn't believe there to
be --

G ven the know edge that we had in those days, you
are probably right, yes.

Ckay. | am probably right or I amright?
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Yeah, probably.
kay. You are going to make this hard on ne. All
right. So the Chief Engineer issues this permt, he

makes these several findings --

Ri ght.

-- set out in the statute? And then once the permt
IS issued, at |east today you can -- before 1978

you could drill a well and you didn't need a permt?

Right, that is correct.

But in order to establish a water right, you had to
get a permt?

Ri ght.

So you apply, he nmakes the findings, he issues the
permt, then what happens?

Basically it goes through a perfection period,
typically five years. It couldn't be extended
beyond that. But then, you know, at the end of that
perfection period then the state audits your water
right and bases the final certificate on the maxi num
anount of water that you have used during that
period of record.

Limted by the anobunt issued in the permt, right?
Yeah.

So if you had a water right that allowed you to use

a hundred acre-feet, you could use up to a hundred
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acre-feet, but if you only used 90 that is all --
that is the quantity on the certificate, right?

Ri ght, yeah. Like |I say, it was based on your
maxi mum year of punpage that was within the terns,
limts and conditions of your water right
application.

So a water appropriation right is defined as -- you
are famliar -- well, you have already said you are
famliar with this Water Appropriation Act. But a
wat er appropriation right is a water right that was
created during -- using the process that we just

di scussed, right?

Yes.

And it gives the ability to divert a definite --
froma definite supply, a specific quantity at a
specific rate, correct?

Yes.

And then once it is perfected, it is -- that
guantity is set out in the certificate, right?

Yes.

And a water appropriation right is a water right as
defined in the statute, correct?

Yes.

And the statute defines a water right as a real

property right, correct?
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Through the use of the water.

It is a permt to use the water; it is not -- you
don't own the water?

Ri ght.

But you own a water appropriation right, which
itself is a real property right, right?

To the use of the water, yes.

kay. So when we | ook back at 82a-1020, the opening
section of the G oundwater Managenent District Act,
and we | ook at what the public policy in Kansas is,
we are | ooking at water rights as real property
rights and the whole of the GVvD Act requires that it
be -- that we preserve the basic water use doctrine
and it doesn't conflict -- and nothing in the GWD
Act conflicts with the basic |aws and policies of
the state of Kansas, correct?

Yes.

| need to see if | can get this fired back up.

M. Luhman, | am going to direct your
attention to the screen here. |Is that docunent that
Is on the screen famliar to you?

Yes, it is. That would be the map that went in wth
the LEMA proposal.

Vent in what?

Went in with the LEMA proposal.
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And it is in Exhibit A correct?

| think that is what they | abeled it.

So it is Attachnent 1 on Page 24 of 45 of

Exhibit A, is that a fair statenent?

| think so, yes.

Al right. Now, you testified that these

percent ages or these reductions were based on an
anal ysis of each township, right?

Yes, sSir.

And you also testified, if | heard correctly, that
you | ooked at the net irrigation requirenent for
corn in each townshi p and based the yel |l ow t ownshi ps
on the 50 percent net irrigation requirenment and the
red townshi ps on the -- excuse ne, yellow on 80
percent net irrigation requirenent, red on the

50 percent?

Yeah. Now, | didn't do that for each -- because you
m sunderstood. | didn't do that for each township.

| set the zones that you can see -- they don't show
up too good on that map. But basically each county
was split fromnorth to south into two zones. And
so that net irrigation requirenent applied to every
township that was in that portion of the county. Do
you see what | am sayi ng?

| think | do, but | want to make sure.
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Ckay.

So you used the net irrigation requirenment to set
from-- for each county. There is a net irrigation
requirenent in the DWR regs for each county, right?
Right. But basically |I used the NRCS, national

engi neeri ng handbook, which is the sane data.

That is where the net irrigation requirenent in the
regul ation conmes from right?

Yes, sSir.

So --

But just to be clear, it was by county and it wasn't
by township. W did it --

kay, good. Thank you for clarifying that. So --
but there is a net irrigation requirenent, whether
it is an 80 percent or a 50 percent net irrigation
requi renent, for each county, but you have split
each county into two zones?

Yes.

And the zone to the west is different than the zone
to the east?

Yes.

And | think |I heard you say that you base the net
irrigation requirenent on the western --

Yeah. What | did was took the county net irrigation

requi renents -- you know, each county has got one.
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| centered that on the center of that county. And
t hen based on di stances between each one, |

I nterpol ated an anount for the western edge of each
zone.

Is the net irrigation requirenent in the irrigation
guide different than the net irrigation requirenent
in DWR regs?

No. No, it is not. But what | did was | was
setting two zones per county. Basically | was
interpolating figures as we went onto the west. |
don't think you will find anything in there that is

| ess than the value for that county.

Al right. WlIl -- so the western county is
basically Zone 1 -- or Zone 2 on that map, right?
Ri ght .

And that is Shernman County?

Yes, sir. 1 and 2 would be Sherman. 3 and 4,
Thomas. 5 and 6, Sheridan and the associ ated
counties north and south and then --

Sure. So Zone 2 says that the net irrigation
requirenment -- or the yellow townships in Zone 2 use
the net irrigation requirenent 50 percent chance
rainfall of 15.7, right?

That woul d be the 80 percent, not the -- that would
be the 80 percent.

VESTERN KANSAS REPORTI NG
620-272- 2820




© 00 N o O b~ w NP

N DN DN N DD P P P PPk
g b~ W N B O © 00 N OO OB~ w N +» O

Page 70

aviA4

Q Thank you. | amhaving trouble with this, keeping
this straight. But it is 15.7 percent --

A R ght.

Q -- in Sherman County?

A R ght.

Q And so you basically used the net irrigation
requi renent for the eastern zone in each county and
increased it a little bit for the western --

A Yeah. Basically, yeah.

Q | wanted to understand what you did here.

A Yeah.

Q | amnot challenging you. | just -- when | |ook at
the net irrigation requirenents in the regs, it is
the eastern zone in each county that you used?

A Right, yeah. Because what | did would have been,

t hrough that interpolated value, set it for the
maxi mum val ue at the western boundary of that zone.

Q | got you.

A So if in a county -- the county average woul d have
been that for the eastern zone in each county.

Q You kind of confused ne when you said sonething

about western and | wanted to get that cleared up.
One of the things | don't understand about
this map is why you want a district-w de LEMA when

you are not inposing any requirenments or limtations
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A

on anything in the green or blue areas.

Basi cal | y our philosophy on that is there will be
the additional nonitoring requirenments as far as

what you have to do if your neter goes down, that
type of thing.

And then, of course, the nmeter tanpering
policy would apply to every -- everywhere in the
district. | agree that there are no cutbacks in
al lotnments, but the other provisions of the LEVA
request would apply to those areas.

But doesn't DWR have a pretty robust neter --

| think this is nore robust than DWR s.

s it? Okay. Thank you. That hel ps ne understand
what you are doi ng here.

kay.

Al right. Back to the net irrigation requirenent.
What did you say -- you were telling us that the net
irrigation requirenment is going to allow, what? I
mean, why -- | nmean, the reasonable quantity --
regul ations for reasonable quantity of water that
can be used for irrigation in this district is

one and a half acre-feet per acre, right?

That is correct.

And these are generally -- 18 inches is --

18 inches is --
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And so in the yellow and red, it is --
Less.

-- less?

Ri ght.

But you said that sonehow that the net irrigation

requi renent allows you to grow corn -- still grow
corn --
Basically -- and it gets confusing. But basically

there are two main values that are set by the NRCS
for these net irrigation requirenments. There is a
50 percent chance rainfall net irrigation

requi renent and an 80 percent chance rainfall
irrigation requirenent.

The 50 percent said that that is enough
water to irrigate corn five out of 10 years, with
the rainfall that you get five out of 10 years. So
that is 50 percent of the tine.

The 80 percent chance value, which is
hi gher, says that is enough water to irrigate corn
ei ght out of 10 years. So it still does not take
I nto account the two -- you know, the two supposed
drought years, but that is -- that is the way those
figures are set.

But it is a net irrigation requirenent -- it is the

guantity of water that is needed to grow the crop
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over and above rainfall, correct?

Yes. Yeah, that woul d be the conbination of
rainfall and irrigation water.

So if there is a net irrigation requirenent, there
Is also a gross irrigation requirenent?

Yes, there is.

And the gross irrigation requirenent takes into
account irrigation efficiency, does it not?
Irrigation application efficiency, yes.

So in order to actually be able to grow the sane
anount of corn on the sanme tract of |and, you would
have to have at | east normal rainfall, and the two
drought years, you wouldn't be able to grow corn?
Ri ght .

You apply in Zone 1, 16.1 or 14.5 inches, but you
woul d have to apply it at a hundred percent of
efficiency to get the sane result, wouldn't you?
That is correct, yeah.

So it doesn't -- | mean, is irrigation a --

No, it is probably -- a lot of the newer systens are

probably at | east approaching 95 percent.

kay. So --

And that is irrigation application efficiency.
Soif I ama farnmer and | want to grow corn, | am
going to be -- that five percent --
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You are going to be five percent short.

VWl l, not necessarily. | amgoing to have sone
rainfall, so it is alittle less than five. But if
| don't have a brand new system - -

It doesn't have to be a new system It is just
basically if you have got a good nozzl e package and
are applying -- which, frankly, nost of our fol ks up
here do.

Al right. And so --

You know, | think I can junp forward on this.
Basically we are saying that the producer has to eat
the irrigation application efficiency |oss.

Okay. But that is not what you testified to when

you were giving your main testinmony, is it?

| think -- let's see, what did | say? | don't know.
| will have to go back and | ook, but probably not.
Ckay.

kay.

What did you tell themat the public neetings?

At the public neetings? Basically that there would
be -- you know, that --

Did you tell themthat they are going to have to
upgrade their systens and they are going to have

to -- and if they can't get a hundred percent

efficiency, they are going to have to use |ess
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wat er ?

| don't --

Did you tell themthat, M. Luhnman?

| don't renenber, sir.

kay. That is fine. | just need to know. And so
were those neetings recorded?

No, they weren't recorded. You know, the comments
and -- you know, basically what we did was ran Kkind
of a question and answer setup and basically we took
down questions and that type of thing fromthem
Well, you probably nade a presentation; you told

t hem what was goi ng to happen, right?

Ri ght .

So you outlined the procedure, even though they
didn't have a copy of it or have access to a copy of
it, you told them what was goi ng to happen, the

basi cs?

Basi cal |y, yes.

Sure. Al right. One of the factors that was
considered in the first hearing is -- one or nore of
the circunstances that was present in that was

whet her or not groundwater tables are declining?
Yes.

And the Hearing O ficer found that water tables are

decl i ni ng?
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Yes, sSir.
Not a controversial finding, is it?
No.
But didn't DWR promul gate a regul ation for the
G oundwat er Managenent District in 1983 that tal ked
about plan depletion?
| think there was a plan depletion either regulation
or policy back at that tine, yes, sir.
kay. So back in 1983, K AR 5-24-2 was titled
“"Plan Depletion."
Ckay.
And it was based on the idea of a two percent per
year reduction in the water table at that tine,
right?
Yes.
And before that, there wasn't a fornmal plan
depl etion policy --
Before that, we just --

(Tal ki ng over each other.)
(BY MR TRASTER) Let ne put it in question and
answer - -
Ckay.
| amnot trying to cut you off, but she can't take
down -- if she is |like every other court reporter,

she doesn't |like to have to take down when two of us
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are talking at the sane tinme. | amnot trying to be
rude or difficult, but -- it is her, not ne.

Oh, okay.

Anyway, in 1983 the GWD asked the DAR to issue a
regulation calling for a plan depletion of the
aquifer at the rate of two percent per year, right?
Yes.

And that regul ati on was adopted?

Yes.

And in 1987 or so, they reduced that to one percent,
right?

Yes.

And in 1991, they reduced it to safe yield or
sust ai nabl e yield, however -- whatever |anguage you
want to use?

Yes.

It is the cal cul ated anount of recharge. So since
1991, all new permts have been based on the

cal cul ated recharge available in a two-m | e radius
circle around the proposed point of diversion?

Yes.

So prior to 1983 there wasn't a plan depletion
policy, right?

No. It was just well spacing at that tine.

Right. And so -- but the Water Appropriation Act
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specifically says that new water rights can be
grant ed even though they m ght deplete the aquifer,
correct?

| think it does.

kay. If that is 82a-711 and 711(a), is that --

It sounds good to ne.

kay. So any water right with a priority date
before 1991, there has been a finding that it is in
the public interest to allow that water right to be
granted at either two percent or nore, or after '83
two percent, and after '86 or '87, one percent,
correct?

Yes.

So it is not surprising that Ms. Onen would find
that there has been a decline in the water table
because that was the policy for nmany years, right?
Yes.

And if allowed -- | nean, nost of the water rights
were granted under that two percent per year or
earlier, '"83 or earlier. | nmean, the vast mgjority
were al ready granted when the G oundwater Managenent
District was forned in the first place?

Yeah, you are right.

And so of course it has declined because there is a

pl an depletion policy in place and that is the
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public policy in the state of Kansas, right?

It was at that tinme, yes, sir.

Well, it still is because 7-11 and 7-11(a) haven't
been anended, have they?

No, but the -- | guess what | amsaying is the
devel opnent criteria have changed over tine.

Sure. And will likely settle. | nean, as we have
grown nore, the reqgul ations have tightened down. W
have just been through that fromtwo percent to one
percent to a cal cul ated recharge and now you can't
get a new water right in GVD4 unless you can neet

sone very specific requirenents, right?

Yes.

You nentioned that the district -- that the --
Can we --

We can take a break. It is the Chief Engineer's

prerogative. But if you need to take a break, tell
hi m and dependi ng on whet her he |ikes you or not, he
m ght |l et you have a break.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: M. Traster, do
you have any sense of how nuch | onger your questions
are going to go?

MR. TRASTER Yeah. It is going to be a
whi | e.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: It is going to
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be a while?

MR TRASTER  Yes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Well, | w |
want to take a break about 11:00, if not before.

MR. TRASTER: | have no idea what tine it
is, soif we need to take a break --

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: It is 10 to
11: 00 now. So if we are not going to conplete him
before a break, then | think naybe we ought to take
a break. So why don't we do that. W wll take a
break until 11:00 and then we will reconvene.

(Recess taken at 10:45 a.m Resuned at
10: 57 a. m)

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: We will go back
on the record while M. Luhman is finding his seat.

So what we will do here, we will let this
continue until 11:45. At 11:45, we will take a
break fromthe formal phase. And if you need to --
and we will take public comments, basically. |If you
need to | eave before our lunch break, | would |ike
to provide opportunities for public coment starting
at 11:45 and we wll go through everyone who needs
to testify before the [unch break.

So if you want to be one of those persons,

you need to go and talk to Chris and he will make a

VESTERN KANSAS REPORTI NG
620-272- 2820



© 00 N o O b~ w NP

N DN DN N DD P P P PPk
g b~ W N B O © 00 N OO OB~ w N +» O

Page
Qv

81

| ist of those who need to testify before our |unch

break. Again, | will nmake sure that if you are here

today and you want to make a public coment, that

you have an opportunity to do that before the day is

out. We can swtch back and forth as is necessary

to accommodate this. And we can continue this into

tonorrow, if we need to as well. | am hoping we can

get through it today.

So with that, M. Traster, you can
continue. Again, if you need to nake a coment,
talk to Chris and we wll take your comrents at
11: 45.

(BY MR TRASTER) M. Luhman, we are back on the
record. You understand that you are still under
oat h?

Yes, yeah.

You have provided through your attorney a nunber of
documents pursuant to my request; have you not?
Yes.

And sone of the docunents | requested | haven't

received yet, right?

| don't know. | thought you had all --

Well, I wll tell you. Sonme of the docunents that
have asked for, | haven't received yet.

Ckay.
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Q And some of them | haven't received in the format |
needed them In other words, | was |ooking for

formats |i ke spreadsheets and I don't have those.
And that is not a criticismat all, because we
are -- we have been working under sone pretty tight

time frames. But | amjust saying that | haven't

seen all the docunents that | -- even the docunents
that | have got, | haven't had tinme to really | ook
at .

So in sone respects -- | amreally trying

to find out what is going on or what these issues

are. In ny review of the docunents, | noticed
several places where -- especially in the m nutes of
the board neetings -- there was extensive discussion

about carryover, allow ng sone carryover?

Yes.

kay. Tell e, what does carryover nean?
Basically as it applies to the district-w de LEMA
and, as | have stated before, the LEMA itself is
only for a five-year period. But there was a
provision in there to say that up to 10 percent of
the original LEVMA allocation could be carried over
If it still existed in each individual's account.
Al right. So if |I understand the LEMA correctly,

and pl ease make sure -- | nean, if | say it wong,
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you tell ne. There is a limtation based on

| ocation in the township of a certain nunber of
acre-feet per year --

No - -

-- multiplied by five?

Yes.

So, for instance, in Zone 1 in the yellow-- in the
townshi ps that are designated in yellow, you get
16.1 inches per year for five years and you can use
t hat however you want to; you can use up to the
anmount of your water right in one year, you just
have to cut back in a |later year?

Yes.

s that fair?

Yes.

But if you didn't use -- okay. So the five-year
allocation in Zone 1 or someone in a township
designated yellowis 80.5 inches, right?

Yeah.

According to the map. And if a farmer, an irrigator
In that area uses less than -- he can carry 10
percent over at the end of that five-year period if
he or she hasn't used the full 80.5 inches, right?
Yes, that is correct. Now, in the proposal it just

says that if they propose a second district-w de
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LEMA that they could consider up to a 10 percent
carryover.

Right. The LEMA on Exhibit A, Page 17,

subpar agraph right above the second 2 says that the
board w Il consider a maxi num of 10 percent
carryover, right?

Yes.

Now, in a neeting on March 2nd, 2017, there was a
notion nade to include a carryover anount, correct?
The board made a notion to include a carryover

anount in the LEMA pl an?

| think -- that is correct, | think.
But it doesn't say anything about consideration. It
says -- well, let ne just read it to you. M. -- 1is

It Goson [phon] or Goossen?
Yeah, Goossen.
"M . Goossen noved to include a carryover anount of
up to 10 percent of the LEMA allocation in purple,
yell ow and red areas. The notion was seconded and
passed. "

So | guess there is "up to" in that
notion, but there is no idea about the board being
able to either grant or not grant that 10 percent in
a second LEMA? | nean, what | guess | amtrying to

get to is do you get the 10 percent or not? | nean,

VESTERN KANSAS REPORTI NG
620-272- 2820



© 00 N o O b~ w NP

N DN DN N DD P P P PPk
g b~ W N B O © 00 N OO OB~ w N +» O

Page 85
Qv

o > O >

is it up to the board's discretion? Wat does "up

to" nean?

Basically it would be up to the discretion of the
board of directors, you know, five years from now.
| see.

OGstensi bly that they could consider up to 10
percent, but they are not required to.

Ckay. So if one farnmer conserves and uses 72
acre-feet instead of 80, he mght get that noved
over into the next LEMA, but he m ght not?

That is correct.

But that is not what the notion was back in Mrch
of 2017, is it?

| thought you said that it read that they could

consider up to a 10 percent --

No. It just says that they could -- to include a
carryover anount of up to 10 percent. So, | nean,
it either includes -- the board says it is included.

The plan says that it is to be considered. There is
no consideration in the notion approved in the

m nut es?

But the notion says up to 10 percent.

Right. So --

So zero to zero is up to 10 percent.

kay. | just wondered how that worked, because it
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wasn't clear. So is there no guarantee -- sonebody
coul d conserve and still not be able to carry that
over?
That is correct. |If, in fact, a new LEMA was
pr oposed.

And there is quite a bit of discussion in the
docunents about the idea that in a new LEMA, then --
| nmean, while this is a LEMA that ends in five
years, the consideration or the belief at this point
Is that it probably is going to go forward; woul dn't
you say?

You know, that is really hard to say because you
don't know what the circunstances are going to be
five years fromnow. The board coul d consi der going
into a new LEMA but, you know, they don't -- you
know, that is just going to be a decision for down

t he road.

| see. So you think maybe there is not going to be
any nore depletion in five years?

No, | don't think that. But | don't know what every
board of directors we have five years from now, what
their decision wll be.

Sure. But the door is w de open for a new LEVA
after that, right?

It definitely could be proposed and we woul d go
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t hrough this whole process again. Not me, but

soneone coul d.

Way woul dn't you want to? | nean, it is so nuch
fun.
Yeah, right, but -- | hate to mss it, but --

Yeah. W are having fun.

There you go.

Al right. | amgoing to represent to you that what
| didis to take the data that Brownie WI son
provided to you and that you based your infornation
on and | took that data and put it in a spreadsheet
and did this section by section instead of township
by townshi p.

Then | used your colors. They are a
little bit different. | didn't use the bright red
because it covered up the text that you can't see
anyway. But essentially this is a district map
wth -- the best job I could do, and I will tell you
that | amnot sure that | did it just perfectly.
But, generally speaking, this is section by section

rat her than township by township.

Does that -- | nean, just looking at it
generally, | amnot asking you to verify that | did
it right, but generally is that -- does that | ook

cl ose to you?
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| would think it |ooks fairly close to nme. Again,

based on what | can see right now.

Right. And | amnot asking you to verify that it

Is. But what | amtroubled by or have questions

about are the townships. There are nunerous

t ownshi ps here that are nostly one color, nostly

blue or nostly purple, sonme nostly yellow  But

there are sone townships in here that are vari ed.
Now, you testified that you took out all

of the town -- all of the sections -- let ne ask

you. You took out all the sections that had | ess

than 15 feet of saturated thickness?

Yeah. | renoved those fromthe cal cul ations that |

di d.

And | did not do that because | didn't know you did

t hat .

Ckay.

So |l will tell you that those -- if it is less than
15 acre-feet -- and the reason you did that too,

because when you do the percentage calculation it
ends up with a huge percentage, doesn't it?

Yeah. Yeah, a relatively small decline given a
smal | saturated thickness cones up to, | thought, an
unr easonabl e per cent age.

I n some cases over 2,000 percent?
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Well, yeah. Yes, sir.
All right. So this is inaccurate fromthe
standpoi nt of your map to the extent that you have

got an area that has got a saturated thickness |ess

than 15 acre-feet -- or 15 linear-feet, correct?
Yeah. Especially down along -- primarily along the
sout hern border of the district, down -- yeah, down

t hrough there.

So this is a map that shows the saturated thickness
and it is one of those -- it is just by section.
Again, if | did the math right, which | was careful,
but I amnot a mathematician by any neans.

So inthe blue, if it is dark -- the
darker blue is |less saturated thickness, the orange
Is nore. And so when we see percentages in these --
inthe -- | used a fornmula that if it was -- if it
I ncreased, if there was an increase, there was just
no color. So those are areas that are either no
data -- and sone of themthere is just no data. In
others, there is an increase. So it is -- | nean, |
amtrying to make sure you understand the map here.

So the areas down in the southeast corner
Is an area where there is very |limted saturated
t hi ckness and across the bottom border, in that

area, in the southeast quarter of Sherman County,
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right?
Yes.
So back to the map --

MR. TRASTER: And | have got copies of --
single copies of these maps. | amgoing to talk to
M. Titus ahead of tine and we will mark the copy.
| didn't make nultiple copies of these, but I can
provide themto you.

MR. DEES. | appreciate it.

(BY MR TRASTER) So this map that -- in fact, let's
mark it so we get the record straight.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: That woul d be
good.

(Marked Exhibit D, Exhibit E.)

(BY MR TRASTER) For the record, the map that | am
going to show on the screen is going to be Exhibit D
and it is the map that has the percentages based on
section by section versus township by township. And
Exhibit D-- no, Eis the saturated thickness map
that | showed you a nonent ago.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: M. Traster, so
the first one is for the sane period they
considered. This is just your attenpt to replicate
it using the KG- section-Ilevel data?

MR. TRASTER It is ny attenpt, yes.
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HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Right. Ckay.

MR. TRASTER. And | will provide copies to
counsel and to --

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ri ght.

MR. TRASTER. -- the Hearing Oficer so
that you have it.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Wt hout any of
the additional corrections nmade; it is just the pure
section-Ilevel data?

MR. TRASTER: | used the information that
was available to ne and | didn't know that -- that
was a big question | had is if we were going to take
20 mnutes to figure out about the percentages. But
he has already taken that out. So, no, | didn't --
| didn't know that he had taken that out.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay. That is
fine. Thanks.

MR. TRASTER: But you are right. It is
not corrected to reduce -- to take out the sections
that are 15 feet of saturated thickness or |ess.

But they show up in either green or blue on this
map, | think.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Right. | was
going to wait to ask ny questions |ater, but since

we have got the map up --
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MR. TRASTER. Sure, that is fine.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: When you say,
Ray, that you renoved them what does that nean?

MR. LUHVAN:. Basically what | did is any
section that showed 15 foot of saturated thickness
or less, | renoved fromthe database and then redid
my calculations -- let's say | pulled 10 sections
out of one township, then nmy average went back down
to dividing that by 26, that type of thing. So I
renmoved it conpletely fromthe database.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: So there
weren't any of these townships -- the whole township
was | ess than 15 feet, that didn't exist?

MR. LUHVAN: | don't believe so, no.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.
Thanks.

(BY MR TRASTER) Now, that township on the south
end about the mddle, that is nostly green but it
has a little bit of blue, would nostly be | ess than

15, right? O not? | may be --

Yeah, | think it would be. | really do.
But it is --
Yeah.

There are sone townships, particularly down in the

sout heast corner, where you have got -- in the sane
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t ownshi p you have sections that that are green
showi ng no decline, sections that are purple, then
the very sout heast corner there is blue, which is
| ess than five percent and -- but, | nean, you have
got sone red sections in there too. But the
saturated thickness in that area is pretty light?
Yeah, it is a very thin aquifer and very vari abl e
down in that area.
And so -- but you are still -- those irrigators are
going to be reduced to 18 inches or to the yell ow
desi gnation on your map, right?
Yes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Can you poi nt
out the townshi ps you are tal king about?

MR. TRASTER | will try.

MR. LUHVAN. They would be right there
[ 1 ndi cat ed].

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay. So at
the very southern and eastern side --

MR LUHVAN: R ght.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: -- when | | ook
at those particular townships?

MR. TRASTER: | amtal king about townships
11 and 12 south and 20 -- 11 south, 27 west and
28 -- no, 11 and 12 south and 27 and 28 west.
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HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay.

MR TRASTER: Down in that southeast
corner.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Right. | am
with you now Can you swtch back to the other map?

MR. TRASTER  Yes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay. So as
you say, they are variable at one point and then
they are either purple or yellow. Ckay. Thank you.
(BY MR TRASTER) So as the Chief Engineer said,
goi ng back to your map that is part of the -- it is
Attachnent 1 to the plan, you have got those fol ks
restricted either to 14.7 inches per year tines five
or 18 inches, depending on whether they are purple
or yellow. And all of those sections down there are

restricted, even though the saturated thickness is

fairly -- across those townships is limted?

Yes, sir.

And this is a question. | nean, isn't the

aquifer -- doesn't that self-limt their ability
to -- | nmean to be able to divert the water, is it

really necessary to do that?
Really in that area -- again, there is a |lot of
variability. And | would agree that, you know, the

thin aquifer does |imt just basically diversion
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capacity down there.

Ri ght .

But, you know, on the other hand, we have got sone
fairly good wells in there that -- we are show ng
declines. And, you know, that is one thing that
when | went in and took the 15 foot and | ess
saturated thickness out, that is one area that
concerned ne because the original map had both 11-26
and 12-26 period as red.

And so when | pulled those | ess than 15
acre-foot or less than 15 foot saturated thickness
out of there, it changed one of themto yell ow and
one of themto purple. So --

So you al ready accommobdated sone of ny concern?
Well, I think I have. | don't know what your

concern is, but --

Vell, | have just expressed that isn't it
self-limting? | nean, that is ny --
Yeah.

Wiy i npose an additional requirenent on a township
that is virtually self-limted, is ny concern or
guestion?

kay. So we did go ahead and put it in the -- you
know, the nodified nmap, there is -- one of those

down to 15 inches and the other one, of course,
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woul d be 18 inches. | -- | don't know w t hout

| ooking at the data. | seriously doubt that a | ot
of the wells in that area could punp that anyway.
Ckay.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD:  So,

M. Traster, the map you have here is our Exhibit E
map, correct?

MR. TRASTER No, this is going to be
Exhibit F, | think.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFIELD: Oh, this is a
new one?

MR. TRASTER A new --

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Are you goi ng
to use Exhibit E anynore? And the reason | am
asking is | was just going to clarify what it was.

MR. TRASTER. Yeah, go ahead. Let's do
that so that it is all in the record at the sane
point. If I could find which one it was.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: It was the
saturated thickness map. And | guess | just wanted
to clarify for -- is this the current, | atest
saturated thi ckness nmap?

MR. TRASTER. No. It is the 2015
saturated thi ckness map.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay. Thank
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you.

MR. TRASTER: It is based on the data from
KGS provided to be by Brownie WIson that was used
by the GVD, according to Brownie and Brownie's
testinony in the original -- in the first hearing.
That is the data | used.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Okay. | just
wanted to clarify what it was. M. Dees?

MR. DEES: Can | ask one real quick
guestion on these exhibits? D d you create these,
M. Traster, or did soneone else create these?

MR. TRASTER: | did it all nmy by nyself.

MR. DEES: kay. Good deal. Thank you.

RAY LUHVAN: Good j ob.

MR. TRASTER. Well, when you get the data,
you may say it is not -- you may be, what the heck.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Should we go
ahead and mark the next exhibit?

MR. TRASTER: Yeah. | amnot sure -- what
time is it?

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: It is 11:26.

MR TRASTER  Ckay.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Chris, no one
has actually indicated -- okay, that is fine. If no

one needs to, we wll just continue on then.
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MR. TRASTER: This young | ady said she
wanted to speak.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: All right. Do
you want to provide a comment before lunch? Ckay.
So we do have one here. Anyway, why don't you carry
on.

(Marked Exhibit F.)

(BY MR TRASTER) M. Luhman, | have placed on the
screen another iteration of this map that | have
been wor ki ng on and we have marked it as Exhibit F.
And | will represent to you that it is the gross
nunber of feet of decline from 2004 to 2015 based on
t hat sane dataset that we have been using.

And | marked anything that was increased
in blue. And then it varies as the orange gets
darker, it goes froma zero to five-foot decline,
five to 10, 10 to 15, 15 to 20, 20 to 25. And then
If there is no color, |like down in the sout hwest
corner where there is no color, that is nore than
25 feet of decline is what | tried to do. And |
think that is -- to the extent any of this is
accurate, that is accurate.

So the decline in Attachnment 1 to your
report, those two red townshi ps correspond roughly

to the two bright -- the two spots where the decline
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is the nost, right?

Yes.

And, generally, this map shows where the decline is
section by section. And, again, there is a
variation. Sone of the townships have very little
variation. | nean, it is -- the decline is roughly
t he sane.

In other sections, in other townships
there is variation. And, again, where you have got
nore or less, in sone cases, increases in -- | guess
what | amtrying to get to here, M. Luhman. Wen
you | ook at Exhibit F and conpare back to Exhibit D,
which is ny section-by-section nmap, conpare back to
your Attachnment 1. |In sone cases, this appears to
be equitable as far as the anount of decline and the
percent age of decline across the entire township is
roughly or simlar.

But in other townshi ps you have got areas
that are -- you have got no -- a lot of variation.
And | amtrying to understand how that is fair. And
|l et me go back to Exhibit D and to particularly
poi nt out Township 9 South-Range 34 West. And | am
going to see if | can approach here. | believe it

is this township that | ampointing to right here.

A kay.
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In that township you have got a couple of red
sections. In other words, there is nore than two
percent decline. But within just a mle or two or
t hree, you have got areas with half a percent or

| ess decline. Because the two sections in the
corners of that particular township are in blue and
then purple and then the rest of it is yellow |
mean, howis it fair to take the person who has

t hose two blue townships in the southern part of
that -- the two blue sections in the southern part
of that township and treat themdifferently than the
peopl e who have water rights in the section

I mredi ately below it that is alnost entirely blue
and don't have any restrictions?

Well, first of all, I wsh -- and | don't know t hat
you have it. | wish we had an overlay on that that
shows the actual points of diversion for the wells.
| don't know what that -- | don't know what the

| evel of devel opment down there is. | suspect that
there is not nmuch devel opnent there what soever.

So, again, | guess, you know, to answer
your question, where we did the designation by
townships, there is sone variability that is in
there. So | don't know | really don't know.

Because | know a | ot of the areas down in that
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sout hwestern part of Thonas County, there are no
wel | s whatsoever. As a matter of fact, there is not
much water there at all.

Ckay.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: So, Ray, you
are saying they are blue because there is probably
not wells there; is that what you are sayi ng?

RAY LUHVAN: That is what | think. |
don't have that map with nme. | have got it at the
office, but I don't have it here.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Let's mark
t his.

THE REPORTER: This is Exhibit G

(Marked Exhibit G)

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Can you
descri be Exhibit G?

(BY MR TRASTER) | amgoing to hand you what has
been marked Exhibit G Can you tell nme what that

Is? | nmean, it is sonmething, | think, that you
pr oduced.
Basically what this is is a copy of a map. It is an

earlier map of the first proposal, but it does have
the wells plotted on here.
Right. So --

And | can go to --
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Q Hang on just a mnute. Let's nake sure the record

Is clear first.
Ckay.
| mean, it is a map of the GVD. It is an earlier
proposal with different colors on it that aren't
rel evant here, so we are not paying attention to the
colors on the map, but it is a map of the district
and it has the points of diversion shown, neaning
the wells, correct?
Yes.
Al right. And when you | ook at that particul ar
townshi p that we have been tal king about, and let ne
get ny bearings again, it the 9 South-34 West, there
are wells in the -- at least there were wells in the
sout heast corner of that township, right?
Yes. There are wells clear along the east half of
that township and up in the northwest quarter of
t hat township, but basically no wells whatsoever in
t he sout hwest quarter of that township.
Al right.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: In the
sout hwest is where the blue was; is that right?

MR. TRASTER: Let's zoomin here.

RAY LUHMAN:  Yes.
(BY MR TRASTER) So | zooned into the township that
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s 9 South-34 West and we note that both of the
sections 30 [sic] and 36 in that township are in
bl ue, right?

Yes.

And - -

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Actual Iy that
Is 31 and 36, correct?

MR. TRASTER Correct. Again, he is
supposed to listen to what | neant, not what | said.
(BY MR TRASTER) So in looking at Exhibit G there
aren't any wells in Section 31, but there appear to
be wells in or around Section 36, correct?

Yeah, there are wells in 36, 25 and you will go on
north fromthere.

Right. So ny question is --

If you are talking 31, there is no wells over in

t hat ar ea.

Right. So ny questionis, howis it fair to the guy
that -- the irrigators in Section 36, Township 9
Sout h- Range 34 West, when -- and that is a section
or township that you designated as yellow, and so it
Is given a decline -- they get, whatever, 16 inches
roughly, whatever it is on your nmap?

Uh- huh.

But howis it fair to those irrigators when the guy
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directly across the road, assunm ng there was a road
and a township line, is in a section -- in a
township that is blue and gets no reduction?

| think that is just the nature of the data and the
way that it was chosen for this project.

So the idea is that by going township by township

I nstead of section by section or sone ot her
designation, the owner of the wells in the sout heast
corner of that township, 9 South-34 West, gets
treated differently than the owner of the wells in
the township directly south?

Yeah. Unfortunately -- and you understand this.

But when you do water policy or whatever, there are
| i nes.

Ri ght .

And you just can't get around that, you know. If,
in fact, you chose different boundaries, there is
going to be a |ine.

Ri ght.

So it was our board's determ nation on this to go on
the township basis, knowing full well that as you
get nore of a coarse |ook at that, there will be
sone - -

Unf ai r ness.

Vell, if that is what you want to call it.
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Q That is what | want to call it.

A Ckay. Wll, you can call her that.

Q I nmean, it is not fair. It is not -- | nean, to
have -- to treat one water right owner who -- and |
don't know why his percentage is lower. Maybe it is
because of saturated thickness, naybe because it is
because he is the one that conserved.

A O couldn't punp it.

Q Well, any nunber of things that could happen, right?

A Right.

Q But one of the possibilities is that it was because
he and hi s nei ghbors conserved and the others
didn't, right?

A That is one possibility.

Q And you are famliar with the tragedy of the comons
concept about who -- you know, take all you can get
whil e you can get it, right?

Al right. WlIl, you noved one township
to the east and you have -- in Section 1 you have
got greater than two percent. In Section 31 you
have got less than half a percent. So you have got
this variability across a nunber of townships. |
mean, nore than just one or two townshi ps here,
right?

A Yes, sir.
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Q Now, when we zoom back out on the map that is

Exhibit D, you could draw up -- | nean, | agree you
have to have lines and those |ines don't

necessarily -- | nmean, the water doesn't know that
we have a section line here or a property line. But
there are -- townshi p designati on has sone
rationality in sone cases. |In other cases it is
just not fair, right?

| don't know that | would agree with that. But, you
know, you do run into sone variability in a
subsecti on of a township.

Now, one of the things about doing townships in
terms of draft of the plan is it makes it a | ot
easier, doesn't it?

It does to a certain extent. Although, you know,

gi ven today's conputers and stuff, you can take it
to about any level that you want to. It doesn't
take that much --

Right. Even a |awer can figure out howto do it if
he just --

That is what | was thinking.

-- msses church, you know. | hate to m ss church.
So -- | nmean, you would agree with nme then
that it would -- there is a way to do this that

woul d be nore equitabl e?
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A No.
Q kay.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Well, we have
reached 11: 34, so is this a good breaking point
or --

MR. TRASTER It is a good breaking point
for me or we can go on, either way.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Wy don't we do
what we said and sort of stop the formal process and
provi de an opportunity for at |east the one
i nformal, and then |I think maybe a | unch break from
there. Thank you.

MR. TRASTER:  Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.

So we wll take whatever public coments,
if you need to | eave before lunch, and when that is
done, we wll take a lunch break.

So did you have a comment you wanted to
make? And, Chris, did you have anyone el se? Ckay,
so we wll take this one public coment and then we
wi |l take a break.

If you could state your nane and address
for the record and then we wll ask you to be sworn
in after that.

M5. | RENE SIEBERT: My nane is Irene
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Siebert. | live at 2932 East 96th Place in
Thor nt on, Col or ado.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD:  MR'am can you
spell your |ast nane for ne, please?

| RENE SIEBERT: S, as in Sam I|-E, B as in
Boy, E-R-T, Tom

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay. Pl ease
make your conmmrent.

(Ms. Siebert was sworn.)

| RENE S| EBERT: Ckay. | grew up in Thomas
County. | believe the township was Sumer, if that
would be right. And it is not an eight-hour day
that you spend as a child, as an adult, working the
| and, working with the animals, working with the
poultry and all that. W experienced everything
like that. It is not an eight-hour day, ever.

So nmy question is, how nmany of you have a
background in agriculture, hands-on, feet on the
ground, boots on the ground, to use that expression?

| woul d encourage you, by way of -- to get
acquainted with farnmers on a personal level. |
think you would find it really enlightening and
encour agi ng.

Now, my parents were in the 1930s. You

know, the Depression years. And | was born in that
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era and we -- we did a lot without. There was no --
nothing like wells until 1940. That certainly was
encouraging to us as farnmers, to have the ability to
irrigate land and grow crops very well and supply
food for other countries maybe, supply food for
mlitary. M husband was -- instead of going to the
mlitary, went into the nedical field because that
Is -- they said, you know, we need sone help --
supply that kind of thing for the ones who don't
know and don't have the nmeans to supply their own
living.

So then ny question is, | think we are
living on the edge of the aquifer right now and I
think we -- | can see fromthe map that we are
probably going to be hitting clay as well. Sone of
these -- when the big wells go -- they are going to
be digging into clay and so forth. And you just
have the aquifer -- we are kind of thinking we are
living on the edge of the aquifer.

W have a wonderful tenant and he keeps us
informed and he is a very, very -- in spite of
havi ng not [sic] a degree in anything agriculture,
he does supply tests for the land to the state
coll ege and gets a lot of data through them how he

can irrigate and fertilize and so forth so that it

VESTERN KANSAS REPORTI NG
620-272- 2820




© 00 N o O b~ w NP

N DN DN N DD P P P PPk
g b~ W N B O © 00 N OO OB~ w N +» O

Page 110

aviA4
will be profitable and grow crops. And he can
determine fromthat which crop he will grow. Corn

I's, of course, the npbst appropriate, nost w shed
for.

Also | want to say that nmy husband spent
very nmuch tine leveling land here in the state and
in the county for the wells to be put down. And I
appreci ate the work that they have done. | just
think sonetines -- | have a feeling today that there
are so many regul ations that are proposed. And |
can appreciate what M. Traster has said, and he is
very scientific and | appreciate that. But | think
you are asking for a lot of regs and maybe he is
going to help us decline sone of those. |t would be
hel pful .

So anyway, the next thing | wanted to say
is | live in Colorado. And as you nmay know, people
are flocking to our state by the hundreds every
nonth. They are going to be having housing that
supplies themw th water. They are going to be
having | awns. And we have people in the eastern
part of the state that have irrigation wells for
crops, and they are looking for -- they run their
wells -- you can tell they run their wells a |lot.

So nmy question is, what kind of |iaison do
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you have with Colorado agriculture to provide -- to
kind of limt -- you know, we are all getting our

water fromthe same aquifer. Col orado, Nebraska,
Kansas, what -- how are we going to see that
everybody has a fair chance. That word "fairness"
has been brought out a lot in the |last hour or two.
And | think -- | appreciate that.

So anyway, that is nmy concern, our
concern, that we have water for the needs of the
people in their honmes. You know, God only made so
much water and it circulates the world. So that is
how we have to live. And the lady next to nme this
norning said, "Let's just be sure that everybody has
a fair chance at having the water they need."

Thank you, sir.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: All right.
Thank you for your comments. Very good.

It is 11:50. Wy don't we go ahead and
take a break. Let's take an hour break. Let's seek
to reconvene at 10 mnutes to 1:00.

(Recess taken at 11:46 a.m Resuned at
12:53 p.m)

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: We are now back
on the record.

During lunch we visited about sort of the
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best procedure here for noving forward. And | have
tal ked to the parties and we would |like to go ahead
and switch to the informal phase, as we are already
sort of paused anyway here, and |l et nenbers of the
public who want to nake a comment nake those now.
And then after that is conplete, we will swtch back
to the formal stage and conti nue.

And if any of the public -- we will nmake
sure after the informal -- after the fornal stage is
conpleted that if any of the public want to nake
addi ti onal comments based on what they have heard,
they can do so. But that way you can nake your
statement and if you have had enough, you can nove
on.

So we are going to swtch. | have got the
sign-in sheets that we provided and | am going to go
ahead and call in order, at least there in front of
nme, and if you would like to conme and nake your
statement, | would ask you to cone to the m crophone
and state, again, your nane and address and be sworn
I n and then nmake any comments you have concerning
the district-w de LENVA

You know, | woul d appreciate you j ust
telling us a little bit about yourself and your

interest in the area, your experience as a water
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user, or whatever special expertise you have in your
st at enment .

And so with that, the first person is Lynn
Goossen. Hopefully | am saying that correct.

MR. DEES: Chief Engineer, he is actually
one of the wtnesses for the -- he is one of the
board nmenbers for the Division of Water Resources.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.
Thank you. Yes, | guess we were anticipating having
finished that and know ng the difference. So, yeah,
he can nake his testinony as part of the fornmal
process | ater then.

Scott Ross is next on the list. M. Ross,
are you here?

SCOTT ROSS: Right here.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: If you woul d

cone forward. Are you ready to make your statenent

NOW.
SCOIT ROSS:  Yes.
HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al right.
THE REPORTER  Sir, your name is Scott
Ross?

SCOTT ROSS: Scott E. Ross. Il live at
209 South Ash Street, Stockton, Kansas.
HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: W1 I you swear
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himin?

THE REPORTER:  Yes.

(M. Ross was sworn.)

SCOTT ROSS: | understand this is an
adm ni strative hearing and it provides only limted
opportunities for any cross-examnation. But | have
put a portion of ny testinony in the form of
guestions. | amnot expecting a response, but |
know that as a truth-seeking individual, the Hearing
Oficer will see that the appropriate answers are
acquired and incorporate themin the decision.

So, first, additional property of the
district. JimDefore has, since its beginning, the
district-wi de recharge value of one-half inch per
acre. This has prevailed through several
different -- you really did break it.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Try it again.

SCOTT ROSS: In any other calculation
for --

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Just a second.
There nust be a connection issue here. Wy don't
you try nmounting the mc so it doesn't go in and
out. Thank you.

SCOTT ROSS: The hal f-inch recharge has

prevai l ed throughout their conputations of allowable
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depl etions through safe yield.

And in 1987, the US Geol ogi cal Survey
adopted their nunbers for recharge across the state
of Kansas. And those nunbers were later, in 1992,
adopted by the Division of Water Resources as part
of their safe yield calcul ations.

Those nunbers indicate that the far
western counties are receiving sonething on the
order of a quarter of an inch, while the eastern
counties of the district are receiving a bit over an
I nch -- excuse ne. The western counties are
receiving a quarter of an inch; the eastern counties
are over one inch.

So nmy question is, if those water rights
establ i shed under safe yield and al |l owabl e depl eti on
were afforded excessive recharge in the west, but
deprived of the additional recharge in the east, how
can the entire district have a declining water
table? Either the USGS is wong in their
determ nati ons of recharge or the district has been
wong in their assessnent of decline. | am assum ng
you wi |l determ ne which that is.

The other point is the equitable and
uni formdi stribution of nmeasurenment points that are

i ncluded in the determ nati on of drawdown or
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decl i nes.

In 1980, the Division of Water Resources
required that water |evel neasurenent tubes be
installed on all new points of diversion and have
continued that process since then.

My question is, what effort has been nade
to conpile alist of wells in the district that are
required to have water | evel neasurenent tubes, has
that |ist been used to inprove the water |evel
measur enent network? Has current water |evel
dat abase been conpared to the H gh Plains basal map
t hat was devel oped during the initial high priority
nove by the district to provide section | evel data
on the basenent of the Ogallala. And have any
efforts been nmade to incorporate all of this
additional data into the water |evel managenent
net wor k?

What efforts have been made by the
district to collect or nonitor wells independently
of the KGS and the Division of Water Resources?

s the current water |evel data network
consi stent and uni form enough to nake deci sions
regarding the district on a section |evel basis?

| am concerned about the physical inpacts.

| understand fromtestinony this norning that sone
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m ninmal efforts have been nade, but | am concerned
that if |and val ues are based on productivity and
productivity is based on a degree of irrigation
versus dryland, doesn't it stand to reason that nore
water availability will result in [ower |and val ues?
| f such is the case, will lower land values lead to
a lower tax base, ultimately resulting in a | ower
tax and changes in the tax base, which w |
adversely inpact schools, cities, hospitals,
counties and eventually perhaps even the state of
Kansas?

And woul d these | ower apprai sed val ues,
along with | ower revenue streans, inpact those
citizens, and how will they inpact those citizens
who don't even get to vote in a district election?

Next is the equity of those water rights
bei ng protected under K S. A 82a-718 Subsections D
and E. They seemto be left out in the cold. They
don't receive an allocation if they haven't been
used since 2009. Under this proposal, only the
irrigation rights are subject to limtations.

What consideration is afforded to those
t hat have been engaged in water conservation under
t hese prograns of water conservation plans, WRCP

contracts and even changes that have been made to
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82a- 718 under Subsection E, protecting those water
rights from abandonnent ?

And finally in this area, what opportunity
do those have who are not irrigators to speak as
regards to their inpact or the inpacts of LEMA on
their way of life?

Whose problemis being solved with this
LEMA? W have seen fromthis norning' s testinony
that there have been declines. W agree -- nost of
us will agree there have been declines. Those
declines are subject to reviewin terns of their
actual accuracy. But we don't seemto be setting
out to solve the problem we just -- this is |like
putting a Band-Aid on a busted | eg.

How wi Il those in Sherman and G aham
County, who have no declining static water |evels,
benefit from being placed under the shadow of the
LEMA? WI I their bankers and county appraisers take
that into consideration?

And, finally, what analysis of the
established high priority areas illustrates that the
proposed LEMAs wi || address their problens?

And finally, and perhaps nost inportant of
all, I would ask you to recall the LEMA process was

originally designed to allow a group of courageous
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individuals to put their -- put in place their own
restrictions with the goal of preserving their own
way of life. Wen did that happen with this LEVA?

Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: All right. |
guess, Scott, just before you | eave, the parties
don't have cross-exam ne [sic] but, you know, | and
t hey have the opportunity to maybe ask clarifying
guestions, if the testinony is not fully understood
just, again, to nake sure we --

SCOTT ROSS: At your service.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: -- under st and
your testinony.

| guess | have actually got a witten copy
of this. Do you want this entered in the record or
not ?

SCOTT ROSS: You have ny witten testinony
that | want entered into the record. These are just
ny verbal conmments.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ri ght, okay.

So we will make sure that is nmade a part of the
record.

| guess for ny part, | don't think |I have
any specific questions for you. You raised a nunber

of questions. | guess, are you for or against it,
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maybe i s the question?

SCOTT ROSS: As a general matter, | amin
favor of LEMAs. | amin favor of the way LEMAs were
originally designed, as a ground-up opportunity for
| ocal s to have inpact on their situation.

| amnot in favor of district-w de LEMAs.
| think they are too broad based. | don't think
t hey adequately represent individuals or their
i ndi vidual situations. Candidly, | don't think they
sol ve too many probl ens.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.

That helps. M. Traster, do you have any clarifying
guestions about M. Ross's testinony?

MR. TRASTER:  Yeah.

Just generally, | aminterested in this
i dea that you said howit was originally designed,
because | have heard that too.

Can you give us -- fill in sone blanks
there? Wat was the -- howwas it originally
I ntended, if you know, if you were involved in that
process? | would like to flesh that out a little
bit.

SCOIT ROSS: Ckay. Well, it has been a
whi |l e ago and, you know, us elderly fol ks may

struggle a bit.
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After the original Mack and Tack [ phon]
Reports that were published, | believe, in the early
2000s, Managenent District No. 4 enbarked on the
process that was outlined to determ ne, based on the
best ability of the scientific data high priority
areas, those areas who were struggling with severe
declines and were in need of regulation or help, for
| ack of a better term

Groundwat er Managenment District No. 4
foll owed the process, devel oped six high priority
areas. Meetings were held in each one of those.
This was not done lightly. It was a |ot of work, a
| ot of input by the board, a lot of input by the
staff. Analysis of both groundwater |evel trends.
There was a | ot of work done to -- it was called
"tenting". That was a process used by the Kansas
Geol ogi cal Survey to bal ance or sort of snooth out
t hose curves rather than putting themon strict
political boundaries, section lines, township |ines.

Utimately, after holding neetings in each
one of those -- by the way, each one of those high
priority areas, those that attended, and they were
generally well attended, agreed sonething needed to
be done. They just -- in Sherman County, they

actual ly proposed that they cut everybody's use by
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50 percent, which | think shocked all of us. But
ultimately, they really |lacked sort of the |ocal
| eadership to nove those things forward.

In that process of discussing that,
Mtchell Baal man and Brent Rogers rose to the
occasion and, fromny perspective at |east, rather
| oudly and perhaps forcefully challenged the board
to bring together those people in the Sheridan 6
area and begin a dial ogue to discuss how t hey woul d
solve the problem Mtchell sinply wasn't going to
led it ride. This continued for several board
meet i ngs.

They formul ated a plan. They notified all
of the landowners and tenants in the area. | wasn't
involved in the early neetings, but | was advised
that some of those were relatively spirited
di scussi ons regardi ng how to nove forward.

Utimately, after 25 or 30 neetings, that
group cane together with a consensus, it certainly
wasn't unani nous, but a consensus of how t hey woul d
like to nove forward with those 11-inch designations
over the five-year period of tinme. They wanted an
unbrella. They wanted the flexibility to nove water
rights around if they got into trouble.

And after all of that work, they found
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t henmsel ves in a position where there was no | egal
remedy to inplenment the process.

At that point, they cane to the D vision
of Water Resources and made the proposal. And in
t hrough the Division of Water Resources and their
| egal staff, the LEMA statutes were drafted and
ultimtely shepherded through the I egislative
process and put in place so that the very first
all ocation period, | believe, was in 2012. That has
certainly denonstrated in my view great success, and
It was all due to those |ocal gentlenen who were
wlling to stand up and, you know, put their famly
fortune and sacred honor on the line to get it done.
And | just don't see that happening in this process.

Did that answer your question?

MR TRASTER:. Well, for the record, we
need to know what your role was.

SCOTT ROSS: | was the water conm ssioner
for the Division of Water Resources. So | was
basically sitting on the sideline cheering them on.

MR. TRASTER. And when did you | eave that
posi tion?

SCOTT ROSS: | retired Septenber 13th of
2013.

MR. TRASTER: So you were there during the
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devel opnent of all this and the passage of the LEMA,

so you have sone background infornation?
SCOTT RCSS:  Yes.
MR. TRASTER. No further questions.
HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: M. Dees, do
you have any clarifying questions?
MR. DEES. Just a couple real quick.
Can you hear nme okay?
THE REPORTER: Yes, sir.
MR. DEES. M. Ross, are you here as an

I ndi vidual or are you here representing other fol ks?

SCOTT ROSS: | am here as an individual.
| don't represent anyone el se.

MR. DEES. GCkay. Geat. And are you
famliar with the LEMA statute? | think you are;
t hat correct?

SCOTT ROSS: Yeah, generally.

MR. DEES: kay. And so the
recommendation in the LEMA statute needs to cone
fromthe groundwater managenent district; is that
correct?

SCOIT ROSS: That is correct.

MR. DEES:. GCkay. And in your witten
testinony you note that the total econom c inpact

has not been evaluated in tal king about the

IS
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Sheridan 6 high priority area, correct?

SCOTT ROSS: That is ny perception, yes.

MR. DEES. But it appears that the water
| evel s in that area have stabilized; is that
correct?

SCOIT ROSS: That is ny understandi ng,
yes.

MR. DEES: GCkay. And no immedi ate

evi dence suggests anyt hi ng but good econom c news,

correct?

SCOTT ROSS: Nothing that | heard.

MR. DEES. Okay. So the econom c news at
this point is at least -- it is either positive or

at least maintaining; is that correct?

SCOTT ROSS: It's policies were neutral.

MR. DEES:. Ckay. | don't think |I have any
nore questions at this tine.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.
Thank you. M. d een?

MR. OLEEN. No questi ons.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Thank you,
M. Ross, for your comments.

SCOIT RGOSS: Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Next on the

list | have is Brent Rogers of Hoxie. Are you here?
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MR. DEES. He is part of our fornmal phase.
He is the president of the GWD.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: | shoul d
probably know that. Irene Siebert. |Is that the
| ady that nade the comments?

Then Aaron Popel ka is next.

THE REPORTER: Can you spell your | ast
name?

AARON POPELKA: Sure. It is Aaron,
A-A-R-O N, Popel ka, P-O P-E-L-K-A

| amthe vice president of Legal and
Governnmental Affairs for the Kansas Livestock
Associ ati on.

(M. Popel ka was sworn.)

MR, POPELKA: | think to start off, just
to clarify, | amhere representing our nmenbers who
live wwthin the GvD boundaries and woul d own wat er
rights, both irrigation and stock water.

| think I would like to start off by --
and | think this was pointed out by the GVD manager
that | ess than one percent, he used the nunber
.05 percent, depending on the year it could be a
little nore or a little less, but the point is it is
a very snmall fraction of water use where the

irrigation is closer to over 97, approaching 98
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percent of water use.

When we | ooked at this proposal, we had
sone significant concerns when it cane to the stock
water allocation. As it exists now-- and | wl]l
say we have worked with the board in generating sone
of their suggested changes. W may have a few
t weaks, but we generally agree with them But just
to get it on the record, | want to explain the | aws
that exist in the proposal and why we object to it.

As it exists now, the allocation for stock
water right is given either 76 percent or 85
percent, depending on the area where the water right
Is located, of the maxi mum reasonable quantity for
| i vestock as set forth in K AR 5-3-22 for beef
cattle that | amgoing to base nost of ny testinony
on, and that is 15 gallons per head per day. And
then that was taken tines the maxi nrum head supported
by the feedlot permt in effect on Decenber 31st of
2015.

And it is really with that date, Decenber
31st, 2015, | think that our first objections cone
about .

We are now approaching close to two years
fromthat date and things have changed. For

I nstance, one of our nenbers, Tinmernman Feedi ng
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Corporation, has since engaged and began and now
shoul d be nearing conpletion, if it is not done
al ready, an expansion. That expansi on was based on
avail abl e water that was under their authorized
permt. And if the original proposal as in the
docunent that went out with the notice for the
hearing were to be finalized, they would be -- not
have sufficient water to water the cattle invol ved
I n that expansion.

And | think that is -- and really what we
are looking at with any LEMA, allocation for stock
water. Wien you | ook at an acre of irrigated corn,

| can apply less water to a certain extent and,

usi ng better managenent techni ques, still raise
sonething fromthat acre of corn. |f you apply |ess
water to a steer, that steer will die.

So our only renedy is to then cut the
nunmber of head that populate that feedyard. So in a
situati on where soneone has expanded since the
Decenber 31st, 2015 date, they have now | ost a
significant anount of their investnent or are faced
with buying a water right in a captive market.

In addition, | think it is also inportant
to point out that even though, for instance,

Ti mmer man Feeding Corp. is in the 85 percent
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reduction -- or 83 percent of their beneficial use
calculation, that is actually not a cut to the water
right. |If you |look at the docunents put out by the
GWD, their total authorized quantity is
336 acre-feet. But under the LEMA account
cal cul ation, which again is based on a head count
from Decenber 2015, they get 257 acre-feet. That is
actually -- it is not a 15 percent reduction, as the
docunent m ght suggest, it is actually 23. It is
hard to tell exactly why that m ght happen, but
It -- 1 would surmse that it would have to do with
head count bei ng reduced potentially from
environnmental regulations fromthe tine the water
right was perfected. So Decenber 2015, there were
| ess head than when it was perfected.

The second problemw th the | anguage is
that it just says based on the operating permt.
For those who may not be famliar, if you operate a
feedyard you actually have two permts fromthe
state of Kansas. One is fromthe Kansas Depart nent
of Health and Environnment for water pollution
control and the other is fromthe Departnent of Ag,
Division of Animal Health. Typically these permts
have di fferent nunbers.

The KDHE permit, they are going to want to
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push to as high as you can get for the anmount of
pens that you have, and the health permt is annual
and you are going to want to push it as |ow as you
can get it based on the nunber of cattle you think
you w || have because it is nore expensive. So the
| anguage on its face | eaves us wondering which
permt is neant.

The other thing | would like to raise is
stock water is considered a non-irrigation use when
you | ook at the docunment. And the other
non-irrigation uses, municipal and industrial, are
essentially relegated in this docunent to
utilization of best managenent practices; whereas,
in the original docunent, stock water is given a
hard all ocation that reduces avail able water.

It would be our contention that if we are
going to have differences based on irrigation and
non-irrigation, that all rights use -- utilize best
managenment practices.

| am aware that the GVD has proposed sone
| anguage t hat suggests feedyards being -- or stock
wat er uses being encouraged to nmaintain their use at
90 percent of the K AR 5-3-22. Wile that, |
t hi nk, would work because it is not a nandatory

reduction, we would suggest the better way, the
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cleaner way to do this is to make it consistent with
the other non-irrigation rights is to sinply delete
Section 2, Paragraph A, which is a reference to
stock water, and then rely on the previous portion
of that paragraph that sinply says non-irrigation
rights are to utilize the best managenent practices.

The next portion | would like to bring up,
and it was al so brought up by M. Luhman, deals wth
the conversion fornula fromirrigation to
non-irrigation use.

Currently, the LEMA docunent put out for
noti ce says when converting irrigation to
non-irrigation, the nost restrictive of the LEMA
all ocations and GVD regul ati ons were converted and
outlined in K AR 5-5-9, were used to determ ne
conversion allocation anmount.

That alone is confusing as to how exactly
that m ght be applied. But nore concerningly, it
viol ates the Water Appropriation Act for changes in
use. Changes in use of a type are governed under
82a -- K. S.A 82a-708 (b). And that has sone very
specific requirenents. But nostly the change is you
have to file an application with the Chief, and it
is for any owner of a water right may change a pl ace

of use for the point of diversion over the use of
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native [ phon] water without losing priority of
right.

And it also goes onto |limt the authority
of the Chief in accordance with the procedures,
provi sions and procedures prescribed from processing
original applications or permssion of [inaudible]
wat er .

By putting in the LEMA docunent the
paragraph that is in there now, it essentially tries
to apply a non-tenporary change to what the statute
requi res be a permanent change in the water right
st at us.

And if you | ook at the LEMA docunent
itself, it says the basic water right will not be
altered by an order and that the LEMA shall exi st
only for a five-year period. And so while the LEMVA
may apply sone allocation to a type of use, if a
wat er right owner applies for a change in the base
water right, that is governed under the Water
Appropriation's Act, 708(b) in the acconpanying
regul ati ons.

So -- and | believe the GWD, for the nost
part, has adopted or is suggesting the sane
| anguage. W are suggesting one difference. CQur

| anguage says when converting irrigation and

VESTERN KANSAS REPORTI NG
620-272- 2820




© 00 N o O b~ w NP

N DN DN N DD P P P PPk
g b~ W N B O © 00 N OO OB~ w N +» O

Page 133
Qv

non-irrigation, the base water right will be
converted under the procedures in 5-5-9 and 5-5-10
and then the appropriate non-irrigation LEVA
allocation in Paragraph 2 will apply for the
remai nder of the LEMA peri od.

| think the only difference between our
suggestion and GVD s suggestion is they suggest
that -- unless they have their own regs. W think
the DWR statew de regs that were just recently
adopt ed shoul d be applied statew de, and so our
suggestion is it is not put in, or any other reg the
GVWD nmay have.

The final point | would want to raise at
this point is onthe irrigation allocations
thenselves. |f you |l ook at the docunent, it bases
the irrigation water rights according to the maxi mum
reported and/or verified acres for years 2009
t hr ough 2015.

As that is witten, this will unfairly
penal i ze sone producers who chose to conserve water
by not irrigating a certain anount of their
aut hori zed acres.

By not recognizing this situation where
this occurs, the GWD is not giving due consideration

to wat er managenent or conservati on measures
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previously inplenented. And that is required in two
places in the law, K S. A 82a-744 and in the LEMA
statute itself, K S.A 82a-1041(a)(4).

For instance, | amaware of a | andowner in
the district who has three quarters authorized under
one water right; one has a pivot, two flood
irrigated. Due to the situation with sone | abor
shortages, only the pivot was run. And under this
formula, only enough water to water one of those
circles would go forward, despite the well testing
wel | over 900 gallons a mnute. This clearly is an
I nequi table situation that is not addressed by the
current formula. There is no consideration given to
t he anobunt of water saved voluntarily and woul d
mai ntain that unless it is corrected, that it would
violate state statute.

Qur suggestion is that whether the Chief
recommends this hinself or the GVD, or reconmmends
that the GVD re-l1o0k at it and have anot her heari ng,
Is that rather than the system we have now based on
verified acres, that we | ook at the actual percent
reduction for the authorized quantity of water.
Because at the end of the day, that is the actual
property right that is being considered and that is
the best way, | think, to look at dealing with
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property rights and al so some of these issues with
conservation of water.

So with that, | think I wll stop and
sinply ask at this point -- again, | want to
reiterate the GVD s suggestions on the stock water
al l ocation and conversion; we are willing to live
withit, but we would -- and this is in witten
testinony | also submtted. W would prefer our
| anguage. We think it is nore technically accurate
and a little cleaner.

And on the irrigation conponent, | think
some changes need to be made in order to fully
conply with the statutes. So I wll stand for any
guestions you m ght have.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: And | just have
one. | think your testinony is pretty clear.

On that | ast exanple, you know, the
irrigation, you know, the LEMA process has an appeal
process where they could sort of bring that issue to
the GWD for dealing wwth that; isn't that correct?

AARON POPELKA: That is true. However, in
conversations with M. Luhman, he said that he
didn't think this board would be inclined to help
this gentl eman out.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al l right.
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Ckay. Well, that is the only question | have.
M. Traster?

MR. TRASTER: No questi ons.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD. M. Dees?

VR. DEES: None.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD:. M. d een?

MR. OLEEN. No.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.
Thank you very nuch. Ckay. Jerry Binning of
McDonald. | may have the nane w ong.

JERRY BINNING You got it right.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay.

THE REPORTER: Can you spell your name for

me, sir?
JERRY BINNING J-E-FR-RY, B-I-NNI-NG
(M. Binning was sworn.)
JERRY BINNING | live in MDonald in
Rawl i ns County. | just have a problem | won't

take up near the tinme these other gentlenen did, |
hope.

But anyway, | have just got a problemwth
where the lines are drawn in Rawl ins County on the
east side of the GQWD. They have got a little sliver
there going right down our road. And ny nei ghbor

has water wells on the east side and | have them on
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the west side. And | had the state cone in there
and anal yze the water there for depletion -- for
hanpering ny water right inpairnent. And the state
has told nme that he is hanpering ny water rights
fromfive to 12 percent. And | was just wondering
why | amgoing to -- the GW is going to nail nme for
nore inpairnment on the -- on their deal and ny
nei ghbor is not going to be in there. That was just
my opinion why that little sliver there, he wasn't
included in there with the rest of us. Because
there is no other wells on east of where we are at,
and south of us there is no wells for quite a ways.
So | thank you for your tine.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: So are you
within the G oundwat er Managenent District?

JERRY BI NNI NG Yes, sir.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay. But your
nei ghbor is not?

JERRY BINNING No, he is in the
G oundwat er Managenent District.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: He is within
t he GVD?

JERRY BI NNl NG  Yes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay. But he

is within a different color on the map?
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JERRY BINNING Right, yes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: But you are
restricted and he is not?

JERRY BINNI NG Right.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay. Thank
you. Does anybody have any further questions?

MR. TRASTER: No questi ons.

MR, DEES. No.

MR. OLEEN. No.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al right.
Thank you very nuch.

Nat han Em g from Goodl and? Sorry if | --

NATHAN EM G | just have witten
t esti nony.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ch, | am sorry.
That is correct. Thank you

M. Friesen. M. Traster, is he going to
be part of your --

MR. TRASTER: Yes, sir.

HEARI NG COFFI CER BARFI ELD: Very good.
Brent Meeden [sic] from Quinter?

UNKNOMWN SPEAKER:  Mer anda.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: That is
probably right.

UNKNOWN SPEAKER: He had to go.

VESTERN KANSAS REPORTI NG
620-272- 2820




© 00 N o O b~ w NP

N DN DN N DD P P P PPk
g b~ W N B O © 00 N OO OB~ w N +» O

Page 139
Qv

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Okay. So he is
not here. Al right. Larry Schaefer? Ch, Shultze.
Are you present? Apparently not. Well, that is all
| have.

| s there anyone el se who -- maybe | have
m ssed that would like to nmake any public comments?

JACE MOSBARGER: | think | woul d.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Pl ease cone
forward. Your nane, sir?

JACE MOSBARGER  Jace Mosbar ger.

(M. Mbsbarger was sworn.)

JACE MOSBARGER: My address is 331
Cot t onwood Road, Goodl and, Kansas 67735. So | am
just going to read a little bit here of what | wote
after sone questions by M. Dees about the econom c
| ssues.

Pertaining to Sheridan 6 as being stable
and then inplying that the trend would be carried
over to the entire district, | believe, is a
stretch. As a farner and a rancher in the district,
| can speak with nmuch confidence that our economc
engine has a very different set of factors from
Sheridan 6. So far those worth nmentioning are crop
options and viable planting dates.

Weat her patterns force us to drill our
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wheat in the west before harvesting corn. This
hanpers our ability to rotate insurgent crops that
woul d all ow us to achieve the profitability levels
they can just 60 mles east of us.

Forty-five mles to our east, it has been
common practice for many generations to harvest corn
and then drill our wheat, like | said, allow ng them
cCrop options.

We are unable to effectively reach the
dairy and feeder cattle narket |located 90 mles to
our east that sits right out their back door. This
limts our possibility of certain crop options
drastical ly.

Furthernore, rainfall intensity is not
considered on the allocation map that we have seen
t hroughout this whole deal. The variance from
county to county is rather small on the allocations
because the yearly precipitation does not vary as
much as we woul d thi nk.

However, in the west we historically
receive a larger portion of the annual precipitation
snow, which favors wi nter wheat farm ng, which at
t he nonent, once you reach the negative cause of
production. O each of our neighbors receives a

| arger anmount of their noisture as sumer rainfall.
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This allows corn, mlo and other feed soft
production. It also lines in with the market that
t hey share.

So | guess briefly, ny biggest concern
wth this whole idea is that the study is over 10
years old [inaudible] many tines as enconpassing the
entire district as a whole, but |I feel that it was a
very mcro-climate study that is now outdated and
pushing 10 years ol d.

As a concerned citizen, | wuld like a
renewed interest and a new current study
enconpassing the entire district as a whole before
we enact legislationto -- that will affect all of
us. That was all.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay. Thank
you. | don't have any questi ons.

MR. TRASTER: No questi ons.

MR, DEES: No.

MR, OLEEN:. No.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al right.
Thank you for your testinony.

So is there anyone el se who would like to
make a public comment? Cone on forward, please.

THE REPORTER:  Your nane, sir?

M KE MCKENNA: M ke McKenna.
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(M. MKenna was sworn.)

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFIELD: |If you could
tell us your address and a little bit about
your sel f.

M KE MCKENNA:  You bet. Good afternoon.
My nane is Mke MKenna. | |ive at Jennings, Kansas
I n Decatur County, which neighbors Sheridan County.
And, by the way, | cane here with full intentions of
| i stening through the entire day and com ng back
tonorrow to nmake nmy comrents. But | understand that
this hearing is a project in notion, and so |
appreci ate having the opportunity to address you.
And, please, | apologize if I amnot very well
or gani zed.

My wife and I own ground that is in the
GvD4, but | amnot an irrigator. | have dryl and
ground and pasture. But | do represent today a
client that is a landowner in GVD4, which is
irrigated, and | amhere to express our concerns
about the proposed LEMA

Many of the concerns are simlar concerns
that you have already heard. A lack of data. Scott
Ross gave a perfect exanple of where we could obtain
addi tional data. Because | have hel ped a client

re-drill a well and we had to put in a neasure tube.
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You know, all it required is sonme additional |abor
wor k, neasuring a couple of nore wells. And we are
In an area where -- | don't believe any of the
measurenent wells are in our township.

| became interested and involved in
wat chi ng the devel opnent of the LEMA at the
encouragenent of nmy client. | attended
I nformati onal neetings in Hoxie and | have attended
sone of the GVD4 board neetings held in Col by.

In 1990, | prepared a nap of Sheridan
County noting where the water rights were at. And
It has been ny contention all along, based on that
data, that a |l ot of the problens were due to
concentration; concentration of water rights,
concentration of wells.

If you |l ook at the Sheridan 6 out west of
Hoxie, a |ot of those sections have four wells on
it. So it is a matter of concentration. And I
still believe that if you have got nore straws
drinking out of the sanme cup, you are going to use
nore wat er.

Probably the nost inportant issue that |
feel that you are going have to deal with today is
what is happening to this property right. And the

KOA -- excuse nme, the KLA representative gave a
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perfect exanple, and | thank himfor that. His
custoner has a water right that entitled himto

wat er 480 acres. That property had one center pivot
and two quarters of flood irrigation. He chose, for
what ever reason -- | believe he probably chose to
conserve water, he was only running water through
the sprinkler. Under the current guidelines of the
proposed LEMA, that is all the water that he is
going to get.

So what have we got to do? W are going
to farm-- that man is probably going to farmthose
two quarters of flood irrigation dryland. And so --
oh, and by the way, | forgot to tell you that I ama
| i censed apprai ser working for custoners throughout
Western Kansas, and it is ny job to estimate | and
values. Sonme would say | amstill practicing, but
that is the way it is.

But if that man is no |onger -- does no
| onger have that property right, which is the
irrigation water plan, then sonme in ny profession
woul d say the sprinkler irrigated quarter is
probably irrigated ground, the two quarters that can
no | onger have water applied to it are sonething
| ess than irrigated property.

And so basically you have taken the real
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property fromthat individual. And it has al ways
been ny understanding if you take a right froma
person, they are entitled to just conpensation. And
| think that is a perfect exanple of taking w thout
j ust conpensati on.

Wth that, | would close and address any
guestions that you may have.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.
Thank you very nuch. | don't have any questi ons.

MR. TRASTER: No questi ons.

MR. DEES. Really quick, M. MKenna, if
you are confortabl e.

You say that you are here representing
soneone; is that correct?

M KE MCKENNA:  Yes.

MR DEES: W is that?

MKE MCKENNA: | -- | represent the A L.
Abercronbie Marital Trust out of Wchita, Kansas.

MR. DEES. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al right.
Anything else? Al right. Very good. Thank you
very much.

Wul d anyone else |ike to make a public
comrent at this point?

BRI AN BAALMAN:  Yes.
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HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Yes. Cone
forward, please. |If you could start with your nane
and address.

BRI AN BAALMAN. | amin Menlo, Kansas. |
ama farnmer --

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: | woul d |ike
the court reporter to swear you in.

(M. Baal ran was sworn.)

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Thank you, sir.

BRI AN BAALMAN: | would like to speak
maybe in opposition to Mke's testinony there.

| have three quarters also with one well.

But, you know, | put -- | got three pivots there. |
only run one pivot. | can't -- | don't have enough
water to run three pivots and | am-- | woul d al nost

probably say that that fell ow does too, or he has
just elected not to punp.

But | know | have tooken full depreciation
frompivots, wire, pipe. | have built nmy hone on
this section. And it is just the way it is; we have

| ost the water. So there is them scenari os out

t here.

And | amnot in the Sheridan 6. | border
it. | have basically learned to practice -- or
| earned to live without water. | have an exanpl e
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this year. O course, this year was an anomaly. W
have -- | have a licensed feedyard, a 10, 000- head
feedyard. | am kind of neighbors to Timrerman. |
al so have ownership in two other feedyards in
G oundwat er Managenent District 1.

And water, to nme, has becone relative.
You know, if you are going to want water for
what ever purpose it is going to be -- and | al so
have property in Idaho and | have | earned to deal
with how that works up there. It is -- whether you
are at the end of the canal, you got free water, or
you are punping out of a pipe and you are
repressurizing and paying the irrigation district
for the water, repressurizing it, there is a cost to
it all. But we have learned to deal with | ess water
in nmy area, and | border Sheridan 6.

And as far as the stock water deal, it is
a probl em because | thought about expanding on ny
feedyard and that would be a problem But | know I
woul d have to give up irrigation, which |I have on
nyself there beside it to doit. And | have

experienced that in G oundwater Managenent

District 1. It is relative. You are going to have
to buy it, if you don't have it . That is all |
got.
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HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFIELD: All right. Any
clarifying questions?

MR. TRASTER: No questi ons.

MR, DEES: No.

MR. OLEEN. No.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.
Thank you for your conment.

Wul d anyone else |ike to make a public
comment? Yes, sSir.

THE REPORTER: Your name, sir?

KENT VOORHI ES: Kent Voor hi es.

THE REPORTER: Can you spell your | ast
name?

KENT VOORHIES: V, as in Victor,
OORHI-ES

(M. Voorhies was sworn.)

KENT VOORHIES: M concern is -- or the
concern of this whole deal is the sustainability of
the Ogallala. And basically the LEMA is put in
place for this very thing.

| think at the |atest brochure or panphl et
put out by District Managenent No. 4 [sic], there
was a plan to reduce punping by a 95 percent factor,
if that is correct, to help sustain across the board

as far as comrercial irrigation goes. |Is there any
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HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Are you asking

KENT VOORHI ES: Yes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Well, that is
not exactly how the deal is structured. They
basically provide for allocations based on the
amount of depletion. So the townships that are
goi ng down nore rapidly have a | esser allocation
than those that aren't -- don't have a reduction.

So --

KENT VOORHI ES: Well, that is kind of
I nteresting because the brochure put out by District
No. 4, | think | amin that district, was that there
woul d have to be -- to make the sustainability

factor, there would have to be a reduction over

all -- over all punping. Am 1| conpletely off base
her e?
HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Well, | guess |
can't speak to -- without seeing that information --
KENT VOORHIES: Okay. | can bring it to
you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: (Okay. There is
an opportunity for witten comments. You could

present that brochure with your additional
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testinony. That would be fine.

KENT VOORHI ES: | shoul d have brought it
in. Al right. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Thank you. Any
guestions?

MR. TRASTER  No.

MR. DEES. No.

MR. OLEEN. No.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: All right.
Thank you. Yes, please conme on forward.

THE REPORTER: Your name, sir?

STEVE ZI EGELMEIER | am Steve
Ziegelneier, Z-1-EEGE-L-ME-1-E-R

(M. Ziegel neier was sworn.)

STEVE ZI EGCELMEIER: | amgoing to give you
alittle bit of opinion and probably a coupl e of
guesti ons.

| do not expect an answer obviously today,
but maybe sonmething for our crowd to think about. |
realize there is people on both sides of this issue.
| want to start with -- | went to a funeral
yesterday of a World War Il veteran. That was
probably a nore pleasant experience than it is
today. But he was a World War Il veteran who fl ew

off of aircraft carriers and he is a great Anmerican
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hero. And | just want to appreciate for a nonent
the fact that we can have this discussion and this
process in the denocratic way. And | think we need
to renmenber that; that no matter what side of this
| ssue you are on, it is a privilege tolive in this
country and be able to have this discussion. And
al nost a paradox to that, | can understand why
not hi ng gets done i n Washi ngt on.

| have a couple of questions | wll ask.
And one is: Does this LEMA do away with the current
| aw, which is basically senior water right first in
time, first inright? Does it do away with that?

If so, is it only for five years and at the end of
this five years is it back to the way it was? That
IS just a question | mght have.

Because if we don't have a LEMA, the
current law, as | understand it, is that if soneone
files an inmpairment claim then the Chief officer,
Chief water officer, has the right to take action.
And it is not with input fromthe board necessarily,
It Is what needs to be done to correct that problem
That is the law, if | understand it, currently and
anyone in this roomwho feels that they have an
i npaired water right could do that. Right or wong,

| believe that is correct.
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So there is a process already in place.
Sucking it dry is not an option, in ny opinion, but
| believe this is what concerns nme. As | |istened
earlier to testinony and the question was asked by,
| believe, M. Traster. He said | believe we all
are in agreenment that we need to conserve.
Conservation is where we need to head.

| amdisturbed by that in a couple of ways
because | have had people personally tell ne, let's
just suck it dry. Maybe you know sone folks. To ne
that is not an option. M kids are the sixth
generation to be raised on this land. Sucking it
dry is not an option. But | believe to nmake a
bl anket statenent saying that we all are in this
together is incorrect. Watever reason, whether it
is an outside landlord who is in it just for sone
noney and realizes just -- let's just suck it dry
and see what happens in the next 20 years, whether
It 1s someone who has no connection to the |and and
won't be here, nmaybe because they don't have kids
that wll stay in this area, | don't know But it
scares nme to death that that is sone people's
t houghts. And | know that exists. | have had
people tell me that. And it m ght surprise you

t hose peopl e who had that opinion.
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If you don't believe we can suck it dry,
just take a trip to Leoti. Go down to sone of the
other districts where they are dealing with no
water. And | am not tal king about no water to
irrigate. | amtal king about house wells that are
dry.

So | guess | just want to chall enge sone
t hought s today, whether you are in opposition to
this LEMA the way it is proposed. Again, it rem nds
me a little bit of Washington, D.C., [inaudible] the
repeal and replace plan then. |If this is what you
like, let's see what you want. And this process
isn't something that just started. This has been in
the works for years. M hats off to the board.
Those of you that have served on the board in the
past and present, to Ray, to all of those who have
wor ked on this process, because you are never going
to pl ease everyone.

And whether the lines are drawn, | know it
has been argued today and | know there is a | ot of
different feelings about this needs to be
district-wi de, and maybe it does. Maybe we all
share in this together. Mybe this thing needs to
be by the section well. | know we have heard

testinony that, hey, why isn't it? O whether it is
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t ownshi p.
You know, | don't know what the right
answer is there. | know what seens nmaybe easiest to

I npl erent, at |east making nore sense to nme. But |
think we have to ask the real question: |[|f we drag
our feet and continue to do so, are we wlling to go
down the road |ike they are at Leoti, Kansas?

| think it is time that we get on the ball
and do sonmething. | think that is all | have.
Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD:  Any questions?

MR. TRASTER: No questi ons.

MR. DEES. No.

MR. OLEEN. No.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Seei ng none,
t hank you very nuch. Al right. Anyone el se?
Ckay. Seeing none, we are going to switch back to
the formal stage as we started. But | will -- when
we conclude the formal stage, | wll ask again if
anybody wants to nake a statenment or even to
suppl enment your statenent based upon anything you
have heard. Al right.

Wth that, | would call M. Luhman back
and invite M. Traster to continue his cross

exam nati on.
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MR. TRASTER. | would nove for the
adm ssion of Exhibits D through G

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Yes. Exhibits
D through G are admtted. | assune there is no
objection of the parties to D through G?

MR, DEES: | amsorry?

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: M. Traster
wants to include D through Gin the record. | guess
| amjust affirmng that there is no objection.

MR. DEES: Yes. No, there is no
obj ecti on.

MR. OLEEN: So long as it is clear that he
created them no.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Right. That is
recorded in the record.

CONTI NUED CROSS EXAM NATI ON
BY MR TRASTER
M. Luhman, | will rem nd you you are under still
under oat h.

Where did the 1.7 mllion acre-feet cone
from and how was that treated?

That was a calculation that | ran. Basically | took
the reported average fromthe wells or groups of
wells, and then | also took what their allocation

woul d be. And | said, okay, what is the anmount of
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wat er that would be punped if they punped either
their LEMA al location or their average use from'09
t hrough ' 15, whichever was | ess, and total ed up that
col um.

kay. So by "the allocation"”, you are tal king about
the allocation --

Uh- huh, the proposed LEMA all ocati on.

Ckay. So the 1.7 cane after the allocation?

Yes. Yeah.

s that fair?

Yeah. W did the process and then cane up with the
nunber .

kay. So -- and how did you break down the

percent ages or what basis did you use to break down
zero to a half percent, half to one, one to two and
above two?

There again, that was on the -- using the KGS
section | evel data and conbining that data for a

t ownshi p.

But how did you choose those breaking points?

Onh, as far as those actual points?

Yes.

Oiginally we had had it zero and then zero to one
and then one to two. And our board of directors

just felt that there needed to be sone break between
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the zero and the one is a fact that decline rates at
that | ower portion -- you know, barely over zero
probably were not that significant, but sonething
above that would be. So that was a board deci sion.

(Marked Exhibit H)

(BY MR TRASTER) Ckay. That is helpful. Thank
you. | amgoing to hand you several exhibits. And
| have got that formula from-- this is Exhibit H |
t hink. Yeah, Exhibit H And the fornula is on the
screen.

But is that -- | nean, that is the fornula
| used to determ ne the reduction in the quantity --
t he percentage reduction. |Is that the same fornul a
t hat you used?
| don't think this is the fornula that | used. In
fact, again we established the allocation anpunt
based on the zones, as we discussed this norning,
and then established that for each township
depending on its color and which zone it resided in.
And then that was just an anmpunt, as you can see --
or could see fromthe old -- fromour folded nmap.
And then we just took that anmount tines the reported
acres, maxi mumreported acres, 2009 through 2015.
Well, what this -- | amgoing to swtch gears on you

alittle bit here. |1 am asking about how you
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cal cul ated the annual rate of decline starting --
you start with --
Ch, okay. | amsorry --

THE REPORTER: Y' all are tal king over each

ot her.
kay. | get you. | know what you are tal king about
now. Yeah. | think that would be a fairly accurate

formula on how | determ ned annual decline rate.
kay. So --

You know, for clarification, basically what | did
was | took the saturated thickness in 2015, | took
saturated thickness in 2004. | determ ned what that
difference was, then | divided that by the saturated
t hi ckness in 2004 and that canme up with a gross
decline over that period of tine. And then I
divided that by 11 years to cone up with an annual
decl i ne.

kay. So it was a little bit different fornula.
You just took how nuch was -- how nuch was the
decline over 11 years and divided by 117

Ri ght, yeah. | took the 11-year decline and then I
cone up with the annual decline and just divided it
by 11. | think your fornmula would conme up with the
sane thing, | think.

It comes up close, but it didn't -- you know, it
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depends on how many deci nal points you want to go
out. Ckay.

So, for the record, Exhibit H contains
formula | used, for what it is worth, right or
Wr ong.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay. And i
Is M. Luhman's testinony it is not what he used
preci sely?

MR. TRASTER: Yeah, that is what | am
heari ng.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ri ght.

t he

t

(Marked Exhibit I, Exhibit J, Exhibit K

and Exhibit L.)

(BY MR TRASTER) Ckay. So | also handed you
Exhibits I, J, Kand L and | will represent to yo
that those are fromthe spreadsheet that | prepar
that is the basis for the maps. And what | did i
i n each section, that | put the color inthe -- o
that far last columm to say -- you know, | just
woul d point out all | amshowng is that there ar
at |l east those four representative townships that
have variations, and it is back to this whole
guestion of fairness that | raised before | unch;
idea that it is not fair for water rights in

townshi ps with highly vari abl e percentages of

u
ed
S

n

e

t he
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depl etion being | unped together. And | amjust --
that is what they are worth. | am expl ai ni ng what
they are and woul d ask that they be admtted.
HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: | guess | need
alittle help.
MR, TRASTER  Sure.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: | under st and
Exhibit | is the fornula you used -- | amsorry,
not I. Exhibit His the formula you used to

determ ne the rate of decline, right?

MR. TRASTER. The percentage rate, yes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: The percent age
rate of decline, which is not exactly the sane, but
simlar. So then these spreadsheets, these are each
for a different township; is that right?

MR. TRASTER. Ri ght.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD:  Ckay.
Representing your cal cul ations then using the data
that Brownie WIson provided, |I presune?

MR. TRASTER:  Correct.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: And using the
formula to determ ne the rate of change and what
type of township then it would fall in?

MR. TRASTER: Each of those townships on

the GWD map are yellow. But | am show ng you in the
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| ast colum that there are -- that if you do those
section by section you will have sonme yellow, sone

red, sone blue, whatever the colors are.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay. | am
with you. So these are section calcul ations
il lustrating the variation?

MR. TRASTER: The variation within the
townshi ps. Wen | showed you the map of the whole
township -- of the whole district, there were
townshi ps that had various -- everything is the
sanme, sone that are different. This is sort of the
extreme exanple to follow along with that map.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Right. So this
Is the math behi nd your math?

MR, TRASTER  Yes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: All right.
Thank you.

MR. TRASTER:. For individual townships as
desi gnat ed.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al right.
Thank you very nuch.

Q (BY MR TRASTER) You have read M. -- well, you
read Brownie's testinony that he gave at the prior
heari ng?

A Yes, | have.
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And it specifically says that M. WIson provided
you with an Excel spreadsheet and S files with al
t he sections coded and the bedrock in 2004, 2009
and 2015 water table elevations. And he says,
"Because the water table el evations are based on

I nterpol ated surfaces fromwells neasured during
each time period, the change in water table between
t hose years and the saturated thickness can be
readily conputed at the PLSS section level." You
recall that testinony?

Ri ght, yeah.

So the data is validated at the section |level?

It is calculated at the section |evel, yes.

And his -- okay. The water table between those
years and the saturated thickness can be readily
conputed at the section |level, and that is what

you -- that is the data you used?

Yeah.

Very good. Thank you.

Yeah, that is correct.

Now, if you do a -- if you have a section or a well
and you have got 10 feet of saturated thickness at
t he beginning of a period and eight at the end, you
cone up with a percent decline. And that is what

you did and what | did using maybe slightly
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different areas -- but if you have a well that has a
hundred foot of saturated thickness and 80 at -- a

hundred at the beginning and 80 at the end, it is
the sane percentage as 10 to eight, correct?

That is correct.

And if you have a thousand foot of saturated

t hi ckness, wouldn't we |ove that, reduced to 800
[sic], it is still the same percentage?

The sane percent age.

So in areas where you have got greater saturated

t hi ckness, you have got a nuch |onger |ife?

Yeah, that is correct. That is one reason that we
used the percentage val ue versus just feet of
decline or sonething |like that.

And you took the 15 -- the saturated thickness that

was 15 feet or |ess out of the equation because at

that point it is -- it is not helpful? | nmean, when
you have got less than that, it is -- because |
think I said self-limting. | don't knowif you

agree with ne or not, but --

Yeah.

-- it is self-limting, isn't it?

Yes, it is. And, again, it is like |I said before.
You know, it doesn't take very nmuch of a decline in

a 15-foot or |less saturated thickness area to becone
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a heck of a percentage.
Q Agreed.
MR. TRASTER: Let's mark this.
THE REPORTER: This is Exhibit M
MR. TRASTER. And let's just mark this as
ML because they go together.
(Marked Exhibit M Exhibit M.)

Q (BY MR TRASTER) | amgoing to hand you what has
been marked Exhibits Mand ML. Have you seen that
map or maps |i ke that before?

A | have seen sonmething simlar to this, yes, sir.

Q Okay. And can you tell us -- | nmean, | am handing
that to you out of the blue here, but can you tel
us what it is?

A Basically thisis -- it is alittle bit dated, but
it is based on groundwater trends from 2000 to 2005
and a m ninmum saturated thickness required to
support a 400-gallon-a-mnute well. It gives the
estimted usable lifetinme until 400 gall ons per
m nute over the district.

Q Rght. And the I egend that you have in your hand,
mean it goes from already depleted to, what,

250 years?
A Over 250 years.

Q And there are areas in Gv4 that you have got over
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250 years of saturated thickness avail abl e before
you get to the point -- | agree it is dated. This
Is over 10 years old already. But at that tine, you
had over 250 years in sone cases. And what is the
next category down?

101 to 250 is the -- kind of the light green. There
are sone big areas on that also.

Ckay. And so you have got water rights that were
granted to people based on the factors that we

di scussed this norning in areas where there is a
very long period of water availability and you have
got areas that are already depleted --

Yes.

-- for practical purposes wthin the district? But
they are all treated, except for those areas that
have 15 feet or |less of saturated thickness,
excluding those, but all the other water rights are
treated exactly the sanme under this plan?

They are to the extent that the -- they are in the
sane decline category. Let's put it that way. So,
you know -- yeah, if you have got -- | think we have
got sone areas up there that has got 200 feet of
saturated thickness, yeah, that was a good one. But
if their decline rate -- now, that could take a

two-foot decline in that area to equal a six-inch
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decline in sonme others. But fromthat standpoint,
yes, they are all treated equally.

Q Okay. So you have got areas that are going to be --
t hat under your programthey are going to be

depl eted nmuch faster than other areas, correct?

A Yeah, that is right.

Q But your view and the board's view here is that
everybody needs to take the sanme reductions across
the whole district, even though there is plenty of

wat er for uses in portions of the district?

A Wll, to a certain extent. Al though the allocation

anounts are the sane in different areas. You have
also got to realize that -- again, like | said, a
two-foot decline up there where | have got 150 foot
of water is not near what two foot is in an area
where | have got 50. So, you know, those decline
cat egori es do change.

But if you are -- if, in fact, you are
declining at two foot a year even though you have
got, what, nmaybe over a hundred years left on that,
you still got that decline. And so that would -- we
woul d suppose that that would continue for quite
sone tinme until you start to see reductions in well
use.

Q Rght. But isn't the whole point of this to stop --
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Q

| mean to preserve this for -- preserve the area of
the district for a long period of tine?

Vell, it is not -- it is not an effort to put the
district at a sustainable level. It is an effort to
reduce the decline rate and extend the life of the
aquifer. But there is a lot of difference between
reaching sustainability and doing what we are
proposi ng to do.

Well, you heard sone testinony earlier about -- and
| amnot sure what it neans, but | heard the guy
say, well, it takes 90 percent. And the way I

interpreted that is you woul d have a 90- percent

reduction to get to sustainable. Is that -- | nean,
| don't know. | amguessing. |Is that right?
| don't -- | don't think it is that high. And I

don't know for sure what article he was referencing.
| amnot either. | am--
| just -- | know basically fromthe newest
cal cul ated data we have got up here, we probably
recharge about 165,000 acre-foot a year on average
and we w Il punp anywhere from3 to 500, 000
acre-foot a year, you know, punpage.
Ckay. Wwell --

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: M. Traster,

are you going to nove onto a new subject? Because
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there is a little bit of that |ast discussion |
didn't follow

MR. TRASTER: Al right.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: You two seemto
under stand each other, but | didn't. And | m ght
readi ng the transcript, but -- so obviously there is
different saturated thicknesses in different areas,
but they treat a rate of decline the sane no natter
if it is 40 feet of saturated thickness renaining or
a hundred feet, right? W are looking at the rate
of decline to determne the allocation?

MR. TRASTER. R ght. That is ny
under st andi ng.

RAY LUHVAN: That is correct.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: So | guess,
what was the point | was supposed to get fromthe
guestioning that you nmade to M. Luhnan?

MR. TRASTER. That if you are trying to
preserve this aquifer for the long term there is no
I ndi cation whether we are trying to preserve it for
20 years or 50 years or a hundred years or 200.

That if you have got a m ni mum anount of saturated
t hi ckness, you are treating that area -- you know,
It makes sense to ne to conserve. And | am not

suggesting that | agree with the approach. But it
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nakes sense to nme to conserve in that -- the drive
to conserve in those areas ought to be -- is nore

| nportant or nore conpelling than where you have got
250 years of saturated thickness. | nmean, why is it
that we have a district-w de LEMA back -- so as
Scott Ross was saying, this is designed -- the LENVA
process was never designed for a district-w de
appr oach.

RAY LUHVAN: | disagree with M. Scott
Ross on that in the fact that | think the
devel opnent of each township based on its own
depletion criteria or depletion rate in there does,
In effect, establish |ocal aquifer subunits. So he
and | disagree on that.

MR. TRASTER: Well, | understand that it
devel ops those. But it devel ops those based on
| ines that are nore artificial than the |ines he

descri bed for the high -- the high -- whatever the

term - -
RAY LUHVAN: Ch, the high priority areas?
MR. TRASTER: High priority areas. But, |
mean, | amnot here to debate it. | was just trying
to -- well, | guess | am But | was trying to

explain. M point is that the district-w de LEVA

treats different situations the sane, rather than
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al locating or |ooking at the specifics of a
particul ar area.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.
Thank you.

MR. TRASTER. Did | answer your question?

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Yes, | think
so. What is the date of that nmap?

MR. LUHMAN: It is based on groundwater

trends from 2000 to 2005. Let's see. | don't see a
date on that. It is a fairly old map, but it is --
you know, it still brings across the point, | think.
(BY MR TRASTER) Let nme just -- it is just an
excerpt of a map, of a bigger map. | didn't want to
produce the whole thing because it -- anyway, that
Is -- 1 will provided the |arger map to counsel.

MR TRASTER. So | think | noved for the
adm ssion of Hthrough L, and I am-- but | don't --
did you admt those or not admt thenf

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: | don't think
we have dealt with them so let's deal wth them

MR. DEES: Have we gone -- maybe | m ssed
it, but I don't think we have gone over any of the
information in L through K [sic] at this point.

MR. TRASTER: Well, | just explained that

they are representative. They are just
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il lustrations of particular townships.

MR. DEES. kay.

MR. TRASTER. And they just show that they
are treated -- the color coding in the [ast colum
I's the same color coding as on the map that is
Exhi bit, whatever it is. And | amjust -- they are
just to follow onto that map to show that there is
variation in these four townships, instead of them
bei ng honpbgenous.

MR. DEES: Sure. And really just a
guestion, one other question about these.

REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON OF RAY LUHMAN
BY MR DEES:
Did you take out the 15 feet of --

No.

-- saturated thickness? So that is still in this
dat a?

If it is -- to the extent that it is relevant, yes.

| didn't know to do that.

MR. DEES: Al right. Then I don't see
any reason that can't be admtted, with those
coment s.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay.

M. deen?
MR. OLEEN. Wsat was the purpose of these
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excerpts? Did you go over this first page?

MR. TRASTER: No. Those are just excerpts
out of the -- | didn't -- | wanted to nmake sure |
was using the proper formula. And the excerpts are
all instances where it says it is based on the
annual rate of decline for the period in
percentages. And so these are just excerpts out of
t he GVD nmanagenent plan and -- at the bottomfrom
the map attached to the plan, to nmake sure that it
was clear that that is the |anguage fromthe plan
that | used to conme up with this idea that is the
annual rate of decline fornula.

MR. OLEEN. | have no objection then.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: AIl right. So
they are admtted, noting that M. Traster's
cal cul ation using his nmethod to determ ne the annual
rate of decline, not dealing with the 15-feet
m ni mum saturated thickness and the variability in
t he sections.

MR. TRASTER. Right. It is for what they
are worth.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Thank you. And
then al so we have got Exhibit Mhere. Any
objections to that?

MR. DEES: | haven't seen that, but --
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HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay. Wy
don't we take a look at it here. So do you still
have areas that the nethod says have 250 years of
life?

RAY LUHVAN: | would think we do in a few
ar eas.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Just because
there is little devel opnent in --

RAY LUHVAN. There is very little
devel opnent is the main reason on that. And we have
got sone areas that have sone fairly substanti al
saturated thickness, yet it has very little
devel opnment in it.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.

So what was the consensus?

MR. OLEEN. Well, it appears that those
maps were created by soneone who is here to testify.
HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD.  Sur e.

MR. OLEEN. So we would -- | think the
consensus is we agreed to -- let's hold off on
actually formally admtting themuntil a little bit
can be di scussed by the creator.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.

That is fine. Since heis here, we will do that.

Thank you.
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MR. TRASTER. | have a question, M. Chief
Engi neer.

At the begi nning of your opening
di scussion, did you say that the plan was provided

to the public at those public neetings? |Is that --

do you -- | don't renenber what you sai d about
whet her the plan -- it was provided -- M. Luhman
testified that it wasn't; it was public record. It

coul d have been avail able, but --

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Yeah. Well,
good question. M recollection of what | said, |
was basically giving a little bit of background wth
respect to nmy involvenent. And | did reference
the -- | think it was February of 2016 -- annual
nmeeting that | attended where they di scussed the
LEMA proposal. |[If | said they presented a plan, |
didn't nmean a detailed plan. | neant an overvi ew of
what they were thinking.

MR. TRASTER: All right.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: That is ny
recol | ecti on, anyway.

MR. TRASTER. That is fine. | just wanted
to make sure the record is clear that the plan
itself, the witten details, weren't available to

t he general public w thout doing an open records
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request until later and --

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD:  Ckay.

MR. LUHVAN.  And he is right in the fact
that there was a map provided at those neetings, but
the -- "X" nunber of pages of the proposal itself
was not avail abl e.

MR. TRASTER Sure. | just wanted to nake
sure we were clear about that.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD:  Now,

M. Traster -- and actually |I was going to let you
finish your cross exam nation before | got ny
guestions. But | was going to ask the GW to
provide in the coment period that follows, | guess
| would Iike to know, you know, what was presented
at each -- at the annual neeting | referenced as
well as their public outreach nmeetings. | think it
woul d be hel pful to see what was presented. But,
again, my recollection is you did present the

previ ous version of that map.

MR LUHVAN: R ght.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: But | will ask
the GVWD to provide --

MR. TRASTER: Yeah. | have asked for that
too, but it is just -- the timng has been bad

and - -
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HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD:  Sure.

MR TRASTER. -- | amsure it is onits
way .

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Right. Ckay.

FURTHER CROSS EXAM NATI ON OF RAY LUHVAN

BY MR TRASTER:
In sone earlier testinony you -- maybe in your
original testinony -- you indicated that the
Sheridan 6 LEMA, that prelimnary indications are
that i ncone or production or whatever it is, is
sustai nable or on par. | nmean, | don't want to
m scharacteri ze what you said.
Yeah. What Dr. ol den has found, and he has gone
t hrough now | believe four years of data -- of
course, 2017 is just finishing up. But his
prelimnary assessnment at the end of 2016 shows the
profitability within Sheridan 6 remaini ng basically
the sane as that on the area -- just the fringe area
surroundi ng Sheridan 6.
Right. But you have also said publicly that
during -- that you have had quite a ot nore
precipitation over the last two or three years?
| know we have had -- at |least two of those four
years, | would say, were at or above normal precip.

And we know that the drought is com ng again, right?
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Yeah.

And that the data could change based on the fact
that we had a climate change -- climate cycles? |
didn't say that -- strike "climte change". But we
had cyclical drought?

| woul d agree.

So the jury is still out on the question of whether
the Sheridan 6 LEMA is going to -- will be at

|l ong-termprofitability --

| don't know if the jury is still out, but that is a
fairly short period of tinme to be doing a study |ike
t hat .

kay. So there was sone di scussion about water use
bet ween 2009 and 2015, and that is what you are
basing this -- | nean, you are | ooking at acres from
2009 to 2015 and then multiplying that times the
number of inches you got?

Right. W selected the maxi num nunber of acres
reported irrigated in that 2009 through 2015 peri od.
And there was an exanple nentioned of three quarter
sections, but only one of them had been watered
during that period. And so you would only get the
130, or whatever acres, that were under that center
pi vot systemthat would be -- that allocation would

be based on that 130 --
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Q

I f --
So what about CRP or other prograns? Were do

you - -
Basically there is a provision, | don't know how
well it is witten in there, but through that appeal

process soneone that has either been in CRP,

Equi p [ phon], you know, there is several prograns
out there where they idle Iand, we can go back in --
if they are going to put that |and back into
production through all or part of that LEMA peri od,
we can assign them an anount based upon probably
their last reported acreage before they went into

t hat program

That are reduced by the nunber of years. | nean, it
woul d be the inches per acre tines three years or
four years --

Ri ght .

-- or one year depending on when they brought it
back in, correct?

Yes, sir, | agree with you.

So the situation where it wasn't in a program but
just wasn't irrigated, is that subject to that?

You know, | personally know about the individual
that Aaron is tal king about.

Ckay.
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A That | and has changed hands. He failed to

tell you

that the individual that was doing all of this

conservation -- which he wasn't, he was just old and

didn't irrigate anynore -- but that | and has sold.

And | think under that set of the circunstances, |

don't know that we would go back and say, okay, back

in 1974 you irrigated all this other |and.

Q He didn't fail to tell ne that. He did tell ne
that, just not here.

A Kkay.

Q GCkay. So for whatever reason -- so putting it in a

CRP programis conservation, but just being old

isn't conservation?

A Correct.

Q Now, that is -- you are discrimnating against, you
know, guys |ike you and ne.

A (Wtness indicated.)

Q So --

A And | do need to say on that, too. | think -- you
know, on that appeal process, | think where he net
with the staff first, | don't think | would give him
those extra acres. But that still gives himthe
ability to neet wwth nmy board of directors. And if
t hey can make a conpel ling argunent there, then we

can change those acres.
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Al right. So if -- but what about CRP? |If | have
got CRP, am| automatically back in or is that still
subj ect to the board's decision?

| think on any type of a governnent programto set
asi de whatever you have got, if it is an official
governnment program | think you are automatically

back in, or you would be under ny estimation.

Wel |, does the plan say that or does it not? |
nmean, | --

It doesn't really -- it doesn't really speak to
that, | don't think.

So it is not clear?
| have got to check, but it may not be.
Well, you have given nme -- sorry.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Wl l, if you
are | ooking at the plan allocations, Nunber 1, for
wat er rights and royalty, Equip [phon] or AWEP
[ phon], that will be comng out, the allocation
gquantity shall be set by the annual allocation for
only the remaining years. It seens to be pretty --
(BY MR TRASTER) So it is straightforward; it shall
come back in?

Ri ght .
Al right. Back to the map that is in
Attachnent 1 to the GVD LEMA plan. And | want you
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to pay attention or focus on the two red townshi ps.
One in Zone 6 that is 13.2 inches tines five years.
And then on the west end, 14.5 inches tines five
years. But the plan says in Section K, 1K, that
there will be no nore than a 25 percent reduction
except when there is an 18-inch cap.

So there is no 18-inch cap for the red
t ownshi ps?
We do have a situation, at least in 941, where sone
of those water rights punped in excess of 24 to 26
I nches every year. And we are going to reduce those
down to 18 inches per acre, even though that is
bi gger than a 25 percent reduction.
kay. The plan doesn't say that though, does it?
Yes, it does, sir.
Where does it say that?
Where it says we wll not reduce anyone over
25 percent except for those being reduced to the
18-1inch maxi num
Right. And so that is in Section 1K But these are
not being reduced to the 18-inch maxi nunf
No. It goes on to say that -- let's see, 1K kay.
The LEMA allocation will not reduce water users by
greater than 25 percent except for those being

reduced to an 18-inch per acre per year cap. No
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LEMA al | ocations within areas of decline greater
than 0.5 percent wll receive an allocation in
excess of 18 inches per year. This anount -- these
anounts apply to those water rights in red, yellow
and purpl e townshi ps.
Where are you readi ng fronf
From my testinony.
Ckay. But | amnot interested in your testinony. |
aminterested in the plan.
Ckay. That says no water right shall be reduced by
nore than 25 percent of their average historical
punpage based on years 2009 through 2015 unless it
woul d all ow a quantity of water over 18 inches per
acre to be punped.
kay.
| think that is fairly clear.
Where are you, what section?
Let's see. That is in Attachnent 1. It is actually
on Page 17 of 45 of ny testinony, 10K
HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFIELD: So it is in --
yeah, Page 17 of 45, which is -- it is the second
page of the proposal and it is Section 1,
Subsection Kis what you are reading from correct?
MR LUHVAN: Yes, sir.
HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.
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(BY MR TRASTER) Ckay. So the folks in 941 who
had, for instance, two or two and a half acre-foot
water rights are going to get reduced to 18 inches?
Right. And that is not water rights; that is what

t hey have actually punped. And what | did under
those is | went in and said, okay, what is your
average -- | don't renenber what -- average or

maxi mum punpage through that year. | took

25 percent of that. That was the value. Then | got
14.2 or the 14.5 inch and set that as a value. And
we took whi chever one woul d have been the greater of
those two, provided -- but a max of 18.

Al right. So the 14.5 is the low end, but it can
go up to 18?

Yes.

Al right. | amjust trying to nake sure |
under st ood how t hat wor ked.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: And now | want
to make sure | understand how it works. Al right.
So in the purple townshi ps we have got the 18-inch
max, right?

RAY LUHVAN. Ri ght.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: So in those
t ownshi ps, there could be sone water right hol ders

that will experience a reduction of nore than
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25 percent?

RAY LUHVAN. Yes. They are going back to

the 18-inch nmax on that and they punped whatever,
you know, 20.4, whatever that figure would be.
HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: (Ckay. But in

in the red townships that they started --

M. Traster started with, they are going to get this

all ocation, but you are going to do a check, you are

going to conpare the historic use -- well, | assune

t he average of 2009 to 2015, right? You are going
to cone up with a value and nake sure their
allocation is not reduced -- you are going to neke
sure they are not cut nore than 25 percent in
setting their allocation?

RAY LUHVAN: Except if they are going to

get reduced to a nmaxi num of 18 inches. And in sone

cases, that will result in a higher than 25 percent

reducti on.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: R ght. But
t hose are only the purple townships?

MR. LUHVAN:  No. Every township -- no
township will punp nore than 18 inches per acre.
sone cases, in 941, although that is only a
14.5-inch township, | have actual usage in the 26,

27-inch range. | amgoing to reduce those back to

I n
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18 i nches.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: So 941 is which
townshi p? Wiat color is it?

RAY LUHVAN: It is the red township in
Sherman County. It is the one over here on the
left.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay. So that
Is a red township. They should get an allocation of
the 50 percent NIR -- well, actually 14.5?

RAY LUHVAN: 14.5, yeah.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: R ght. So
aren't you -- where does the 18-inch cone into that
red townshi p?

RAY LUHVAN.  Well, normally what woul d --
let's say that we have this individual that is
punpi ng 25 or 26 inches. He would have got reduced
to 14.5. But we said we are not going to reduce him
nore than 25 percent except in the case when that
reduction takes you down to 18 inches. And from 25
I nches down to 18 inches is bigger than a 25 percent
reduction.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay. Thank
you.

(BY MR TRASTER) So a water user in township 941 or
i n township 830 who conserved, who spent -- who

VESTERN KANSAS REPORTI NG
620-272- 2820




© 00 N o O b~ w NP

N DN DN N DD P P P PPk
g b~ W N B O © 00 N OO OB~ w N +» O

Page 186
Qv

didn't punp 25, 26, 27 inches, gets reduced to 13.2
and 14.5?
Yes.
But a producer who didn't try to conserve gets
reduced just to 18?
Yes, sir.
And you heard M. Pop -- Popel ka, a good friend of
m ne, cite 82a-1041(a) that says that you have to
gi ve consideration to people who have conserved,
right?
Yes.
So when you submtted your plan to the Chief
Engi neer -- the process is you submt your plan to
the Chief Engineer and he | ooks at it and nakes a
determ nati on about those factors 1 through 6,
right? And once he says, yeah, that all conplies,
t hen you have your first hearing, which we have
heard that Connie was the -- Ms. Onen was the
Hearing O ficer.

What evi dence did you provide to the Chief
Engi neer to support the -- he has made a finding
that this treats people who conserved, gives them
favorabl e consideration? What evidence did you
provide to support that when that exanple, at |east,

Is not -- doesn't appear to be the case?
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| don't recall.

Did you provide any evi dence?

| think we did, but it would be in -- it would be in
the record of that first hearing, but | don't
remenber for sure what that was.

Al right. Very good. You would agree with ne,

t hough, that people who, in those two townshi ps that
we have been discussing, the red ones on your map --
| mean, if they produced -- or punped |ess water
table they were attenpting to conserve are being
treated worse than people who punped the heck out of
their wells?

| think there is that possibility.

Thank you. Again, M. Popel ka pointed out that --
or suggested that the quantities -- the reductions
be based on a percentage of the authorized quantity
rat her than | ooki ng back at acreage.

But you have | ooked at acreage irrigated
during this period of 2009 to 2015 and you have
based that -- you have based the reductions on those
acres. Wat analysis did you do to determ ne that
that was the inportant approach? | nean, why -- did
you | ook at allocations based purely on authorized
guantities and determ ne that that wasn't going to

wor k sonme way?
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Yeah. | think through the process we had | ooked at,
you know, what both were the authorized quantity of
water rights and what were the authorized place of
use.

Ri ght.

The acreage for a water right. And it was the
board's determ nation on that that we were better
of f using recent past historic usage as we were
goi ng back to the base water right.

Al right. And | amjust asking you, you know, what
difference that made. | nean, did you | ook at the
gquantity that --

Actually we did -- | did not go back and do a big
anal ysi s on what woul d have happened if we woul d
have gone agai nst authorized acres. It would -- you
know, it is just intuitive that we would have had to
go a little bit less on our allocations if, in fact,
we were going to use entire places of use.

Vell --

And one exanple of that would be, | would say a
majority of the water rights up here at |east cover
the full quarter section, 160 acres. And we are --
you know, everybody is irrigating wwth a pivot now,
so that is going to run 120 to 125 acres. So right

there, you are figuring your allocation then based

VESTERN KANSAS REPORTI NG
620-272- 2820




© 00 N o O b~ w NP

N DN DN N DD P P P PPk
g b~ W N B O © 00 N OO OB~ w N +» O

Page 189
Qv

on actual irrigated acres and not those corners.

So your concern is that you have got a quarter
section that was -- that was flood irrigated and the
aut hori zed quantities based on flood, but they are
now center pivots and you want to nmultiple by 130 or
what ever acres rather than 160 and -- but what
percent age of those water rights -- | nmean, | have
seen a | ot of water rights that were authorized for
160 acres, but they were only perfected for 130.

And so because of the acre-feet per acre
limtations, the quantities were reduced when the
certificate was i ssued based on acre-feet per acre
during the perfection period. | nean, is that not
what is going on here?

| don't know that as far as the place of use being
reduced through the certificate that we have that
many of those -- is that what you are getting at?
No. The place of use isn't reduced; they will still
I ssue a certificate for --

Not anynore. They will only issue it for the |and

that was actually irrigated.

Well, okay. But | have | ooked at a hundred water
rights --
Well, | have | ooked at thousands of them So --

What is that?
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Q

| said | have | ooked at a thousand of them and --
| bet you have. Al | amsaying is that often the

pl ace of use is 160 acres. The quantity is based on

130 acres. And | don't -- the water rights | have
| ooked at are not -- very many of themin this
district.

And so | am aski ng you whether those
perfected quantities, certified quantities, are
based on 160 acres or 130, generally, in this area?
Boy, you know, that is all over the place. You
know, a lot of the area water rights would have been
based on full quarters and -- you know, we have got
a lot of 320 acre-foot water rights out there for
160 acres which, you know, hasn't been punped for
years. So -- and, you know, |ooking at the
aut hori zed quantity of water rights, you know, an
exanple | could give you there is we have got
probably 845, 000 acre-foot appropriated out to
irrigate right now And we probably in 2012, which
was an extrenely dry year, punped about 500, 000. So
you can see that we are not com ng anywhere close to
punpi ng our appropriated anounts anynore.

Sure.
So that is another reason that we decided to go on

recent past punpage.
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Q Okay. Thank you. | amjust trying to understand
what you did.
MR. TRASTER. | amreluctant to say this,

but | don't have any further questions at this tine.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.

M. Dees, would you like to ask any sort of
redirect, nore or |ess?

MR DEES. | would, M. Chief Engineer,
although it is 2:50 and I don't know if the court
reporter would like to take a break at this point,
and | think this would be a natural stopping point.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay. W can
do that. W can take a 15-m nute break. We will
return at 3:05.

(Recess taken at 2:47 p.m Resuned at
3:04 p.m)

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: You can call
your next w tness now.

MR DEES: | think I am going to ask
M. Luhman just a couple of questions.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ch, | amsorry.
You are right. And | have a couple of questions for
M. Luhman as wel|.

FURTHER DI RECT EXAM NATI ON OF RAY LUHVAN
BY MR DEES:
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These questions are going to try to track a little
bit with the pathway that M. Traster laid out,

al t hough that path has been quite long so it may
devi at e sonmewhat .

Just really quickly, M. Luhman, can you
explain the difference between an appropriated right
and a vested right?

Yeah. Basically a vested right, by Kansas | aw, was
a water right that was in existence in, | believe,
1945 when the Kansas Water Appropriation Act was
passed, and so they were given preferenti al
treatnment at that tine.

An appropriated right is anything that was
done through the current Water Appropriation Act.
And the appropriated right can be subject to
additional regulation; is that correct?

As we understand it, yes.

MR. TRASTER: (Objection. It msstates the
| aw.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: | am sorry?

MR. TRASTER It is a msstatenent of the
|l aw, for the record.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay. Thank
you.

(BY MR DEES) Gkay. Just real quick to clean up
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the request for the nodification. |t seens to ne

| i ke M. Popel ka al so had sonme suggesti on

nodi fications as well. M. Popel ka had cone to the
GvD4 board with a proposed nodification; is that
correct?

| don't recall if he canme with proposed

nodi fications, but he did conme to the board wth his
concerns about the way that stock water was being
handl ed under the current proposal.

kay. And based on that, the GVD4 board requested
that this nodification occur, correct?

Yes.

And not that the plan be resubmtted to the Chief
Engineer in its entirety, but that the Chief

Engi neer sinply consider that in making an order of
deci si on?

Yes.

kay. And so |ooking at the statute, that woul d
have been a nodification proposed under
82a-1041(d)(4), which allows the Chief Engineer to
change the plan but not inpose reductions in
groundwat er wi t hdrawal , but exceed those contai ned
In the plan, correct?

Yes.

Okay. And the proposal, does it inpose reductions
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i n the groundwat er withdrawal that exceed those

contained in the actual proposed pl an?

A No. Actually it is nore |lenient.

Q Okay. And so it is under that section that the

board is asking that that nodification be nmade?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And then that would be resubmtted to the
board where we can, you know, presune that that

woul d be accept ed?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And if that was presunptuous of ne, |
apol ogi ze to ny board nenbers. And, again, this is
just to kind of clear up the record early on.

M. Luhman, is it your belief -- and |
have a nmenorandum here from Novenber 7th, 2016 | am
reading from-- that the informational neetings
about this LEMA were held on Novenber 29th, 2016
actually here in the Colby City Limts Convention
Center; on Novenber 30th, 2016 at the Northwest Tech
Community Hall [sic] in Goodl and, Kansas; on
Decenber 1st, 2016 at the Cheyenne County 4H
Building in St. Francis, Kansas; and on Decenber
5th, 2016 at the Hoxie El ks Lodge in Hoxie, Kansas?

A That is right.
Q Okay. Kind of nmoving on. |Is the LEMA statute under

VESTERN KANSAS REPORTI NG
620-272- 2820




© 00 N o O b~ w NP

N DN DN N DD P P P PPk
g b~ W N B O © 00 N OO OB~ w N +» O

Page 195
Qv

K.S. A 82a-1041 also a public policy of the state of
Kansas at this tinme?

Yes. You know, it was passed by the | egislature, so
it also is Kansas state | aw

And | believe -- | may get ny section nunber w ong,
but | al so believe 82a-702, that designates the use
of the water to all the people in the state of
Kansas and gi ves the Chief Engineer the authority to
regul ate and control that use; is that also part of
the public policy of the state of Kansas?

Well, yes, it would be. | nean, that is part of the
Wat er Appropriation Act.

Okay. And under 82a-1020, is it also the policy of
the state of Kansas that the creation of groundwater
managenent districts occur because they recogni zed a
need existed for the creation of special districts
for the proper nmanagenent of groundwater resources
for the state, for the conservation of groundwater
resources for the prevention of economc
deterioration, for associated endeavors with the
state of Kansas through the stabilization of
agriculture, and to secure of Kansas -- to secure
for Kansas the benefit of its fertile soil and

favorabl e | ocati on?

A Yes.
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Q Okay. So in your opinion, it is the public policy

of the state of Kansas to allow a LEMA to cone into
exi stence, correct?
It is in ny opinion, yes, sir.
MR. TRASTER. Calls for a |egal
concl usi on.
HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: | am sorry?
MR. TRASTER It calls for a | egal
conclusion that he is not qualified to give.
HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: (Cbj ection
not ed.
(BY MR DEES) And just for the record, Ms. Onen did
find it was in the public interest to adopt a
conservation plan, correct?
Yes.
Ckay. And, Ray, quickly. This goes back to the
di scussi on about the NIR anmpbunts. You have stated
that you had used the western edge of the zones in
determining -- in setting those allocations; is that
correct?
Yes.
In those western edges, are they drier or wetter
than the eastern edge?
The NIR -- or the interpolated NIR for the western

edge of the zone would be the driest anmount for that
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zone.
(kay. And so by using that, | guess -- and
general ly speaking, as we go west it gets drier,
correct?

Yes.

(kay. And by using that nunber, that gives us --

that builds in, | guess, a cushion or a buffer in
that amount. |Is that correct, or am| off there?
Well, to a certain extent, yes. The -- you know,

the net irrigation requirenents, as | -- as | took

them were established for the center of that
county. So, you know, given just the climte out
here, the further west you get, the drier it gets.
So that is why | interpolated those noving west to
t he hi gher val ue.

And M. Traster asked about those, kind of noving
on, and | just wanted to make sure.

In regulating individuals in the green and
bl ue townships, is there any incentive for themto
continue conserving water under this plan?

Well, I would think so. You know, you would have to
ask the individuals that are in those areas. But |
think that it would be in their m ndset to nake sure
that they keep their decline rates at a | evel that,

I f a new LEMA were proposed, that they would stil
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not be subject to any substantial regulations.

Okay. Kind of going on to the discussion

M. Traster and you had about what he woul d call

pl an depl etion, where in 1983 they said a two
percent reduction in 1987, a one percent in 1991,
safe yield or sustainable yield at that point,

obvi ously during those years there was a change in
what was believed to be a reasonabl e anount of
depletion to be set at the GWD level; is that
correct?

Yes. And you have got to realize in those days, you
know, al though it doesn't sound like a |ot now, how
much nore restrictive each one of those policy -- or
t he succeeding policy was than the one before.

(kay. And so over tine, things have a tendency to
change, correct?

Yes.

And so this is kind of another step in that
successi on of change; is that correct?

Yes. Although it is not necessarily a regul atory
like a -- |like our devel opnent criteriais; this is
anot her attenpt by the board to reduce water use,
yes.

As approved by the Kansas |egi sl ature?

Yes, sir.
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Q Okay. And really quickly, noving onto the notion to

require a 10 percent carryover that was heard on
March 28th, 2017 and apparently approved by the
board and then the June 8th, 2017 proposal that
basically says that the board shall consider whether
or not to allow a 10 percent carryover.

Do you renenber what sone of the board
menbers' concerns were about limting future boards
as far as a 10 percent carryover or, you know,
consi deration?

There was sone di scussion on what they could and
could not do as far as limting future boards to
what they mght do. But | do know there was a
concern on the board of directors that they at | east
put sonething in the plan that would say that any
succeedi ng LEMA woul d or coul d consider a carryover.
kay. And the 10 percent anobunt was an anount that
was put in there; is that correct?

Yes.

But they could consider a 20 percent carryover if
they wanted to; is that correct?

Yes. Yeah, because this in no way binds the board
to any type of decision on any succeedi ng LEMA, if

t hey woul d decide to do one.

And that | anguage was ultimtely adopted on, |
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bel i eve, June 8th of 2017 when the board approved

t he proposal as presented that day?

As | recall, yes.

kay. And the approval of that plan, there was a
notion and a second to approve the proposal?

Yes.

And it passed -- it passed by at least a mgjority?
Yes.

Okay. Real quickly. M. Traster had presented you

with a map that showed the nunber of years renaining

in the aquifer. It hasn't yet been admtted into
evidence, but | imagine it wll be.
Do you renenber what date was used -- what

data and dates were used?

According to the title on the map, it is based on
groundwat er trends from 2000 to 2005.

kay. And what date has been used as far as a tine
peri od goes for the LEMA proposal for the map?
Well, the decline data is from 2004 through 2015.
Okay. So the decline data is after that map that
M. Traster presented to you from 2004 -- or from
2000 to 2004; is that correct?

Yeah, that would be subsequent to that.

kay. And lastly, really quickly. | want to clear

up some of the confusion on the 25 percent reduction
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versus the 18-inch reduction.

M. Luhman, has this proposal been a
bal anci ng act fromthe begi nning?
| would al nost say yes. You know, we have tried
to -- we have had several issues that we have
di scussed and re-di scussed and | ooked at ot her maps
and different ideas. So, yeah, | would say it has
been ki nd of a bal ancing act, yes.
And one of the bal ancing considerations was that you
wanted to make a cap of 18 inches for everybody
across the board; is that correct?
For everything other than the blue and green
t ownshi ps.
Right. But did the board feel |ike soneone taking
nore than a 25 percent reduction would -- could
excessively harmtheir irrigation rates -- where did
t hat 25 percent cone fronf
| think you are exactly right in the fact that the
board did feel |ike, except in the case for those
bei ng reduced from a hi gher nunber down to 18, that
anything in excess of the 25 percent reduction could
have the possibility of being nore restrictive than
what they want it to be.
kay. And so the bal ancing act that you tal ked

about ended up with an 18 percent cap with --

VESTERN KANSAS REPORTI NG
620-272- 2820




© 00 N o O b~ w NP

N DN DN N DD P P P PPk
g b~ W N B O © 00 N OO OB~ w N +» O

Page 202

An 18-inch.
Excuse nme. An 18-inch cap.

MR. DEES. Have | been saying percent for
three or four questions?

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD:  Huh- uh.

MR DEES: Ckay.
(BY MR DEES) An 18-inch cap and a -- but if you
are under 18, it is only going to be 25 percent; is
t hat correct?
Yes.
kay. And that is a policy choice that the board
made?
Yes.
kay. The last thing, and | prom se we are not
going to get too much into this, but let's talk a
little bit about township | evel data versus section
| evel dat a.

First of all, just to nake sure. Wen he
did his calculations, he did not renove any part of
the GWD that had | ess than 15 feet of saturated
t hi ckness; is that correct?
| believe so.
Ckay. But when you are nmaking -- when the board was
maki ng deci si ons about this proposal, did they take

a look at the township level data or -- excuse ne,
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the section | evel data?

OCh, yeah. That is -- basically the section |evel
data -- which | think Brownie will explain far
better than | can here in a little while. The
section |level data is the foundation of the

I nformati on that we used.

However, trying to, you know, use political
boundaries to make -- you know, to draw lines, is it
your understanding that, you know, the township

| evel would be an easier way to nake deci sions than
the section |evel ?

Gh, yes. And, you know, you have got -- |
under st and where you are comng fromin the fact
that political boundaries seldom if ever, match
hydr ol ogi ¢ boundaries. But, you know, it was just a
choi ce made that for the ease both of adm nistration
and cal culation, that the townshi ps would be used.
kay. And those were decisions the board of

directors made, correct?

Yes.
Ckay.

MR, DEES:. At this tinme, | don't have any
nore questions; although, | may have further

guestions if M. Traster asks a few nore.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al l right.
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M. Traster, do you have any questions to follow up
on -- or Aaron?

MR. OLEEN. The DWR doesn't have any at
this tine.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: All right. Any

fol | ow up

MR. TRASTER A coupl e.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: -- based on the
guestions that M. Dees asked? |If you would like a
couple of mnutes to get organi zed, | could ask ny
guesti ons.

MR. TRASTER (Go ahead.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: All right. Let
me just do that. A couple of -- they may just be
t ypos.

On Page 6 of your testinony and Page 8,
both of those have a nunber of .05 percent. Wre
t hose supposed to be 0.5 percent?

RAY LUHVAN: What page?

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: On Page 6 near
the top there is a reference to -- in the second --
well, the first full paragraph.

RAY LUHVAN: Yes. That should be O0.5.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Right. Ckay.

And then also on Page 8, kind of in the mddle there
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i s another .05 percent that | assume should be 0.5
percent ?

RAY LUHVAN. That is correct.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.
Okay. Page 9 on the penalty, there is a paragraph
on penalties. | just want to nake sure. | am
fairly confident | understand. But if sonebody has
an allocation under the LEMA that woul d be 300
acre-feet and they have a 50 acre-foot penalty, you
just subtract that and give thema 250 all ocation?

RAY LUHVAN: Yes. O in the case of if
soneone has actually had their punpage suspended for
a period of time during the LEMA period, they would
| ose those nunber of years tines their allocation.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay. The
par agraph just at the bottom of that sane page,
"After conpleting these cal cul ati ons, about
66 percent of the wells or well groups slated for
LEMA allocation will have a LEMA allocation |ess
than their conbined diversions for 2009 to 2015."
Just tell me alittle nore of what that says.

RAY LUHVAN: Basically it is just saying
I f we have established a LEMA allocation for a water
right and we take that tinmes five, basically that

anmount is less that what their conbi ned punpage
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t hrough that six-year period, 2009 to 2015.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: So we are
tal ki ng about the red and yel | ow t ownshi ps?

RAY LUHVAN: And even the purples, to a
certain extent. Because there would be sone
all ocations there. | think in nost cases, the
18-inch allocation probably is not a restriction
very nmuch, but -- you know, you couldn't a hundred
percent throw the purple townships out of there
ei t her.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: | guess let ne
ask about the purple townships. M understanding
Is -- well, is it limted to 18 inches in any one
year or is it an allocation of --

RAY LUHVAN: It is an allocation.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFIELD: So it is five
times 18?

RAY LUHVAN: Yes, sir. 18 inches tines
their programacres tines five.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: AlIl right. So
for the purple, yellow and red townshi ps, 65 percent
are getting less than their historic use?

MR. LUHVAN: Yes, sir.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: All right.
Thank you.
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| guess lastly then, I would -- as | sort
of alluded to earlier, if the GvD could sort of
suppl emrent sonmehow on this comment in the com ng
period, its testinony or whatever to just provide a
summary of the initial plan, public neetings, and
what information was provided, as well as what
I nformati on was provided at the public neetings,
both witten and in terns of presentations, | think
it would be helpful to the record.

kay. M. Traster, any foll ow up based on
M. Dees's, | guess, redirect?

MR. TRASTER. | hate to say | have two
guesti ons because whenever a | awer says one nore
guestion, he is lying.

FURTHER CROSS EXAM NATI ON OF RAY LUHVAN
BY MR TRASTER:
M. Dees asked you about what he said | would call
"Plan Depletion". But that is what the 1983
regul ation called it?
Correct.
It wasn't ne; it was --
No. You were just quoting the regul ation.
Right. And so the 1987 regulation was also titled
"Pl an Depl etion"?
Correct.
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In 1991 they changed the title to "All owabl e

Wt hdr awal " ?

Yes. And | think the reason for that was at that
time we no | onger were under a depletion fornula.
It was just a safe yield.

Right. So M. Dees also asked you about the map.
And we acknow edged and we tal ked about this when |
presented it, and we are tal king about Exhibit M
that it was 2001 to 2005 data, right?

2000 to 2005, yeah.

kay. Thank you. And the idea is that that

predated -- | think it overlaps one year, but
basically predated -- | nean, the 2004 data that was
used was a conbi nation of 2003, 2004 and 20057

Uh- huh.

So it is at the end of that, the tail end of the
data that was used for the map, Exhibit M right?
Yeah, correct.
And that -- but the 2004 to 2015 tine franme that you
are using here to cone up wth these reductions
doesn't -- | nean, the point of that map was that it
was a hundred-year discussion and it doesn't overlap
that, does it?
No. No, it doesn't.

MR. TRASTER: Thank you. No further
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guesti ons.

MR. LUHVAN. Ckay.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Very good. Any
nor e?

MR. DEES. Real qui ck.

FURTHER REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON OF RAY LUHVAN

BY MR DEES:
M. Luhman, was there anything you wanted to add in
response to M. Traster's |ast question?
You know, not really in the fact that, you know, the
map that he provided basically was an esti nated
usable lifetinme for the Hgh Plains Aquifer. And I
don't know -- | think, you know, it would probably
change sone. Again, you mght want to ask Brownie
about that. | think it m ght change sone if we used
a different tine frane on the groundwater trends.
But, you know, | don't really see anything that
really bothers nme about that nap.
Al right.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al right.
Thank you. Actually | have one nore question, even
though I am not an attorney.

The vested rights, they are not regul ated
by the LEMA proposal. Their use is not in that

1.7 mllion either; they are just -- when you --
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right?
RAY LUHVAN: That is correct.
HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay. That is
all I have. Al right. You may step down.

MR. LUHVAN: It is about tine.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Yeah. Al
right. M. Dees, you can call your next w tness.

MR. DEES: Qur next individual that is
going to testify is M. WIson, Browie WIson.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al right.

MR DEES:. And if it is all right wth the
Chief Engineer, | will let M. WIson go ahead and
just give us his presentation and then we w il have
an opportunity to ask questions afterward.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD:  Sure.

THE REPORTER:. WII| you spell your first
name for me, please?

BROMNIE WLSON: B-RROWN-I-E.

(M. WIson was sworn.)

TESTI MONY OF BROWNI E W LSON

| provided witten testinony in the first
hearing in August. And | have no changes to that
what soever, so it still stands, | guess.

| won't read it again, like I did the

first time. But really our role in this is we have
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a directive fromthe state water plan to assist the
GVDs and the Division of Water Resources in their
managenent, especially except for the Qgall al a.

And in May 2016, we had a request from
GvD4 to |l ook at the water | evel changes for those
years that were given; 2004, 2009, 2015.

So we basically pulled the data on what we
call our Wzard database and we focused on the wells
in and around -- within 20 mles of the GV
boundary. And we threw out the wells that we
have -- we have status [inaudible] in all our
measur enents, on the ones that we know are abnor mal .
Li ke if sonebody neasured the well and it was -- one
near by was punping, we will flag that if we know
about it. W threw all those kinds of wells out.

And so we then interpol ate surfaces
because across the -- the Ogallala is based on
these -- on this network of wells that we have. And
so our interpolated grids are actually down to
250 by 250 neters. And then just for the sake of
conveni ence, we store that information on averages
for each PCSS section. And then that is how we
get that data a lot of tinmes that way.

And so the process, we kind of went under

a couple of iterations. The first tine we used all
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the data we had, all the wells and all those well
measurenments that net that criteria. W went
through that iteration where we had sone questions
about a well in the southeast portion of the
district in 11 south 27 west, 13 that has been
showng a little nore accel erated groundwat er
declines than his neighbors has. So we decided
that -- in consultation wth GvD4, to renove that.
And then we had sone questions about what influence
alluvial wells had on the process, and so we went

t hrough and fl agged the ones that we knew and then
revi ewed sone others and we threw out sone nore
wel I s and repeated that whole process. And then we
provided themthat data. So it is in the G S fornmat
and then a spreadsheet that shows the el evation of
the |l and surface, the elevation of the bedrock, and
then the water table elevation in 2004, 2009 and
2015 based on the wells that net that flexible
criteria.

And, again, that is all further outlined
nore in the witten testinony. | don't know, do |
need to resubmt that or is that part of the record?

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: It is part of
the record al ready.

BROMNI E WLSON. Ckay. Then | will stand
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by it. It doesn't change fromthat.

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON OF BROMANI E W LSON
BY MR DEES:
M. WIlson, just real quickly. And | may have
m ssed this. But based on your research, is the
maj or reason for the decline in water tables the
I rrigated groundwater punping?
Well, | don't say irrigation. | just say
gr oundwat er punpi ng, yeabh.
Ckay.

It is the groundwater used -- and we -- we had a

couple of recent studies we put out that show real

hi gh correl ati ons between water |evel change and

wat er use -- groundwater use. And that is

especially true up here in Northwest Kansas. W get

really strong correlations that we don't get

el sewhere necessarily. That depends on the data and

the tinme periods.

You have been here for all of the testinony that
been presented today, right?

Yes.

kay. And you heard the discussion about section
| evel data versus township |level data; is that
correct?

Yes.

has
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And, in fact, you have supplied M. Traster with his
raw data that he created those maps from correct?
Yes.

kay. Real briefly, before we get into that
conversation, can you tell ne, how | ong have you
been a hydrol ogi st?

| started with the Division of Water Resources in
'93 and | worked there until about 1999. | went to
the water office for a couple of years, and then |
have been with the Kansas Geol ogi cal Service since
2001.

Ckay.

| have al ways been an anal yst of sone sort,
especially wwth G S. So the geographic information,
t he spacial mapping and data side is ny forte, if
you will.

So maki ng maps i s what you do?

Yeah. | really don't Iike making maps, but I Iike
dealing with spacial data. Actually making
production maps gets a little tedious. So | don't
do it unless I have to. But | definitely like
spaci al data and map forns, | wll put it that way.
Ckay. And do you have degree for this or --

| have a nmster's degree in geography.

Ckay. And what is your bachelor's degree in?
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A It was the sane. | had a focus on the physical
geography and in the geographic information systens,
t he mappi ng.

Q Ckay. And | know M. Traster is probably going to
bring this up, so | mght as well at this point.
You can map things at a township | evel or a section
| evel ; is that correct?

A | can map things at all kinds of levels. It is just
a matter -- you know, the challenging matter with

t he groundwater systemis that it is subsurface.
And so we have to use point data and we have to use
I nterpol ati on processes to get an idea of what it

| ooks |i ke over a continuous space.

There is a lot of different ways that you
can interpolate data. There is statistical neans.
There is mat hemati cal nmeans. But the success and
the failure of those is always the input data and
what the density of that is.

And so whether you are tal ki ng about how
confortable you are with the township | evel estimate
or the sectional level estimate; again, it all kind
of goes back to what are ny inputs that help ne form
that surface. Because if | don't have any i nput
data, you are guessing on wells that are quite a bit

away. But if you have a |ot of higher
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concentrations of wells at a particular |ocation,
you will have a greater confidence in that
I nt er pol at ed surface.

And al so the aquifer kind of determ nes a
little bit of it, too. Because the nore honbgeneous
it Is, you know, the | ess nunber of wells you m ght
need. O if you get in sone situations where just
based on the geology, it nay add nore wells.

Okay. And woul d you describe the Northwest Kansas

G oundwat er Managenent District No. 4 as fairly

honogeneous?
| would say -- like relative to sone of the other
(gallala ones, | wuld say it is alittle nore

honogeneous conpared to |i ke GVD3, where you have
ot her aquifer systens belowit. Sonetinmes it is in
contact with the Ogallala. Sonetines it is not.
GV is actually very simlar to GW1 in
ternms of what their historical water |evel changes
have been. | think the water supplies in GVl
are -- traditionally are a little bit shallower, so
they are a little bit nore in a depleted
environnment. So they are starting to get nore
diversity just fromthat reason alone. But, yeah, |
would say it is probably closer to being nore of the

sane than it is different.
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Q kay.

A Onthe GW1 -- or a G4 scale, for sure.

Q And I have heard of bunch of your presentation
before. So based on your experience, generally if
there are conservation neasures taken in the
Nort hwest Kansas G oundwat er Managenment District,
wi Il the Northwest Kansas GVD benefit fromthose
conservation efforts as it relates to the water
t abl e?

A Yeah, definitely. 1In a place where conservation
efforts take place, the people in that direct
| mredi ate area get the benefit of that, for sure.

Q GCkay. So to steal a shorthand phrase, what happens
I n the Northwest Kansas G oundwater Managenent
District stays in the Northwest Kansas G oundwat er
Managenent District?

A That is right.

Q Okay. So based on this, the conservation efforts
that are proposed by this plan, the water users in
GWD shoul d reap those benefits as far as
conservati on goes?

A Ckay.

Q Okay. oing back to township |evel/section |evel
data, you could actually go down clear to lots; is

that correct?
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Yeah. | nmean, we do a | ot of groundwater nodels,
for exanple. And the one we are working on now is
400 feet by 400 feet. W interpolate that down to
that |evel.

kay. But what is the difficulty -- and | think you
kind of explained this a little bit. Wuat is the

difficulty as you kind of drill down further and
further?
Well, it is not so nuch drilling down; it is that

t he confidence you have in making a decision in this
cell versus this cell, whether that is a section or
that is a township -- because, again, the val ue that
IS in those sub areas i s based on i nput data that
was i nterpolated. And the nore you have those i nput
poi nts around or even in that area, the greater
confidence you have in there.
| got you.
The farther away they are or the | ess dense they
are, you have |l ess confidence into them But,
agai n, the nore honbgeneous your aquifer is, then
t hat hel ps, versus where there is a |ot of
het erogeneity to it.

THE REPORTER It has a lot of --

BROANI E W LSON:
HET-EEROGE-NEI-T-Y.
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(BY MR DEES) Can you spell that?
No, | can't.

THE REPORTER: | can't either, but | wll
find it.
| was always the first one out of the Spelling Bee.
(BY MR DEES) Gkay. And so when you | ook at the
GWD, and | appreciate M. Traster keeping that
picture up on the screen for us --

MR. DEES:. Thank you.

MR. TRASTER. Do you want it --

MR. DEES. Yes, | do. That is great.
(BY MR DEES) In order to have good data, you need
to have nmultiple data points, correct?
Yes. | would like so.
(kay. And based on the sectional |evel data and the
neasuring -- or the points that you have within the
GWD that you are taking neasurenments from you are
nost confortable using that section |level data to
make decisions; is that correct?
Yeah. Township scale in terns of making conparisons
of what the water |levels are doing directly in that
township, | amnore confortable with that scale than
| would be at the individual section |evel scale.

| am not saying either one is right or

wong. It is just that confidence that you have in
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the value that is being represented by that sub area
accurately represents the input points that are
around it.

So you are nore confortable wth the section | evel
rather than the township level or --

It all depends on how many input points | have

around there. | nmay have a townshi p that has no
points in there; | got no confidence, or | have
little -- | have littler confidence in that than if

| had a ot of input points [inaudible] | would
rat her neasured wells. And the sanme goes for
sections. The nore -- the better -- you know, the
I nterpol ati on process is just using those input
points to spread that value across space. And,
again, the nore you have and the denser they are,
then the better your decision is going to be.

And you are a scientist, right, Brownie?

| guess, yeah.

kay. And so |looking at political subdivisions is
not necessarily sonmething that you enjoy doing; is
that correct?

Say that again.

Looking at -- trying to carve this GVD up using
political subdivisions |ike towships or sections,

you woul d nmuch prefer that we just | ook at the
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hydr ol ogy underlying that?

It nakes it easier, yeah. There is not -- you can
make a case for the township or the section level in
terms of people can relate to that better.

kay.

And that is probably one of the reasons why we store
data at the section level is that it is easy to
guery and dat abases and people can rel ate exactly
where that is |located at as opposed to trying to
describe it in other ways.

I n hydrol ogical terns?

Sure, yeah.

kay. And does it make it easier then for, you
know, DWR or a GVD or sone other political body to
regul ate those subunits or is that kind of --

| guess. | nean, with those agencies, everybody has
got staff and computing power and the know edge so
that it results with the subunit, yeah.

kay. | got you. So based on your expertise, if we
had to choose to -- or if the Chief Engineer has to
choose to nmake a determ nation of a section |evel or
a township | evel, where would you -- which one of

t hose woul d you prefer?

If | had to pick between those two, the political

boundaries, | would -- with water levels, | would be
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nore confortable with a township scal e.
(Okay. Because you -- then using those nunbers, you
know t hat you have the data points that you need?
Right. Qur network was designed to | ook for
regional variations in the water table, and that is
the appropriate scale for that.
Gkay. Sounds good.

MR. DEES: | don't have any ot her
guestions. Thanks, Brownie.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al right.
M. Traster?

MR. OLEEN: No questions fromthe DWR

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Thank you,
M. d een.

CROSS EXAM NATI ON OF BROWNI E W LSON

BY MR TRASTER:
| guess | ama little confused, which is kind of
normal . Don't shake your head.
No, |I am not.
Al right. So | understand your testinony about the
nore data points you have, the nore confidence you
have in the data. And would you -- you have got a
copy of your testinony fromthe previous --
| do.

Wuld you turn to the map on the fourth page or so.
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Ckay.
Are those crosses on the nap the data points that
you used?
Yes.

And so when you say interpolating the data, what you
are doing is you are taking two -- any two of those
points that are adjacent to one another and | ooking
at the value there and what ever el se you know about
that area and trying to come up with the water | evel
in between them in essence?

Right. That is a general characterization of the

I nterpol ati on process. And there is nuances,
dependi ng on what you pick, but it is -- that is
exactly it, yeah.

(kay. So what are -- | nean, can you give -- |

don't want you to go into all the nuances, but what
do you nean by "nuances"?

Vell, like in the sinplest case, like there are sone
areas that are just purely nmathematically based. So
| have got a value here; | have got a val ue there.
Let's divide it by the distance. Just pure math.
And then there is others that say, okay, | want to
try to fit a surface over all nmy data points so that
it is -- everybody is a little bit happy and then

there has not been -- | want to nmake sure | honor
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the points and this and that. Those are the
nuances.

So you have got a data point with an el evation at
sone -- you have got two data points with an

el evation that are the sane, but in the mddle you
have got a higher one. It is not a straight [ine up
and a straight line down; it is a curved line. |Is
that kind of what you are sayi ng?

Well, it could be. It depends on -- again, there is
different processes. The one | use was devel oped by
the ESRI Corporation that nmakes the ArcMap Software.
Ri ght.

They devel oped a routine that is designed for

el evati ons.

And that is a routine that is comonly used by |ots
of people --

Yeah.

-- across the county --

Yes.

-- for any nunber of things, including DAR staff
that you interact wth?

| amsure | don't know [inaudi ble] used. But, yeah,
t hat conmes up, yeah.

kay. And that is -- the KBS, that is the standard

you use?
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It is one of them W have a |ot of statisticians.
They |ike Kriging.

They |i ke what ?

Kriging. It is another interpolation nethod that is
out there. There are dozens of them

(kay. But you have already told us that you are

like me on -- | was in the third percentile in
spel I'i ng.

Ckay.

Can you spell --

Kriging is -- | think | can get that one. That is

K-R1-GI-NG

kay. But the data that you used to provide to the
GW is the kind of data you normally rely on?

Yes.

And in your testinony you specifically -- you heard
nme probably read, if you were paying attention, your
testi nony?

| was.

You were? GCkay. So -- | nmean, at the bottom of the
second page and onto the third page, you say that it
can be readily conputed at the section level. Are
you now sayi ng that you don't have confidence in

t hat data?

No. What | neant by that statenment was not so much
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a validation of the data, but that it was set up at
the section level. And the selection of the wells
that | chose, it was then set up so that you can
make water |evel changes appropriately between 2004,
2009 and 2015.

A lot of tinmes people do interpol ated
surfaces of one year and they have got wells for
that set. And then they do another year and they
have got wells for that set. And sonetinmes you have
wells that may come in one year and they are not
there the next. You can generate artificial highs
and | ows by doing that.

And so ny point by that is it was readily
set up so that they can do those conputations of
wat er | evel changes for that tinme frane.

And the data that you provided to the GvD, and then
subsequently to nme, has -- there were three versions
of it. And you testified that you started and then
you took out sone wells and then you took out sone
nore wells. And so there was a version one, version
two and version three for each of the three levels

t hat you took?

Yes.

And as | understand it, the |level for 2004 was based

on readi ngs during Decenber of 2003, 2004 and 20057
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A Yeah. W were -- | guess -- let nme back up to that
first one.

Q Sure.

A Version one, version two, version three was --
version one, | used all the wells that we had in our
system

Q kay.

A And then ny criteria.

Q Right.

A Version two was we had to have one well in 27 -- we
had the one well that was in 11 south, 27 west,
Section 13 that showed a significant water |evel
decline that we didn't really see in any other wells
around it. So | took that well out and repeated all
of the sane interpolation process.

Q Okay. You took that out in consultation with the
GVD?

A Yeah, right.

Q So they agreed with that?

A Yeah. They were the one that brought it to ny

attention, that area. And then -- either then or
was |ater brought to my attention that they wanted
to see what it |ooked Iike wthout any alluvial
wells in there and try to focus solely on the

Qgal lala. And so that was -- | went through --

It
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nost of our wells have a geol ogi ¢ code that
descri bes what material they are pulling it from
the Ogallala, or in this case the nuch younger,
shal | ower al l uvial sedinents.

So I -- those ones that | knew were
alluvial, we took those out. And sonme of those, |
had to review by hand based on the well data and
what not. And we ended up taking those out and
repeating the entire interpolation process. And
that is version three.
kay. And so version three is the data that is the
nost conservative in the sense of the nost accurate,
but taking out the data that m ght not really help
us figure out what the groundwater contours are?

It would be a lot nore focused solely on the

Qgal | al a.
Al right.
And it ignores the -- you know, there is sone

connection with the alluvial systens, but it is felt
to be pretty small, pretty light layers in between.
So we take those out of consideration. And nost of
t hose, honestly, were outside the district anyway.
And so -- you and | had a conversation about this at
t he Governor's Conference --

Uh- huh.
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-- and | asked you which set of data to use and you
suggested to use version three?
Yes.
MR. TRASTER: And for the record, that is
the version | used.
HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay.
(BY MR TRASTER) So | amgoing to show you what is
mar ked as Exhibit -- and | can't renenber --
HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFIELD: | think it
was D.
(BY MR TRASTER) So | am going to show you what has
been marked as Exhibit D, and | have that up on the
screen.
That, again -- you were here this norning
and | am sure you were enthralled by ny direct

exam nation and so you know what | am-- that it is

that I am showi ng you here. It is the section |evel
data using the values that -- or the colors that the
GVWD used.

M. Dees asked you several questions about
the confidence level at the township level. But is
it your -- | nean, isn't it your understandi ng that
this is the data they actually used to cone up with

their allocation?

A Yeah. Yeah, and I am confident at the section
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| evel, too. Again, it is nore -- it is nore -- is
there -- whatever that subunit area is, how does

that relate to nmy input points.

Ckay.

And it doesn't matter if it is a section or a
township; if I don't have as nmuch wells in there
that that interpolated surface is trying to cone up
with values for, then | have | ess confidence in

t hat .

Al right. So |ooking back at your testinony and
the map on the back in your testinony, there is an
area that is in green in the center part of Sherman
County, if you get --

Yes.

That is on Exhibit D. And that area on the maps in
your -- on your testinony, it doesn't have very nany
wells init?

No wells, yeah.

And so that area, you are not very confident about,
If I amunderstanding. | don't want to put you -- |
want to -- let nme ask you.

That is right.

You don't have a I ot of confidence in that area, but
you have nore confidence in the area where there is

a higher density of wells?
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Yes.

And to the extent that there is a higher density of
wells across this district as shown on your map, you
have confidence in the section | evel data?

Yes.

Is that fair?

Yes.
| amgoing to show you -- | wll also tell you that
not only can I not spell, | have a very good friend

who is a nathematician and he says, Dave, you just
don't have -- you are not very sophisticated in
math. So -- | did a search on Google. And this is
what | understood to be the correct formula for
determ ni ng the annual date of decline for -- the
percent of annual decline. |Is that fornula the

right formnula?

That is not the one | use. | typically follow the
one, | think, Ray described. | take the difference
between -- it is close. | take the difference

bet ween the absol ute change from one year to the
next, for one time period to the next, and then |
divide that by the nunber of years in there to cone
up wth an annual rate. And then you just -- you
are still dealing with an absolute, and then you

just divide that by the original thickness and cone

VESTERN KANSAS REPORTI NG
620-272- 2820




© 00 N o O b~ w NP

N DN DN N DD P P P PPk
g b~ W N B O © 00 N OO OB~ w N +» O

Page 232

GvD4

up with a percent change of what that is.
Q Okay. Can you -- | appreciate that. But, again, |
amnot all that sophisticated. Can you wite that

formula down so | could follow it?

A Sure.
Q Because | don't howto -- tell nme again how you do
t hat .
A Wll, it is just -- [inaudible] saturated thickness.
Q Al right.
A And then it drops down two -- | amsorry, | amdoing

sonething for nyself here. Let's say it dropped
down five feet in five years.

Q Ckay.

A So the annual rate of the decline is about one foot

per year. So | found it by taking five mnus 10, |
have negative one, it |ooks like [inaudible] a
decline on an annual basis of one foot per year. On
a percentage basis, then | take that one divided by
10 to give ne that it was a nine percent, or .1
percent of whatever the original thickness was.

Q Al right.

A It looks |ike you take it to a power and -- but,

yeah, | guess it gets to that point. That is just
the way | do it.

Q Okay. | would appreciate it if you would wite it
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down so that | can put it in a fornmula and run it so
t hat --
Sur e.
-- ny data nmatches their data because | don't want
to mslead anybody. | want to be -- | want to neke
sure that we conpare apples to appl es.
That is the way | do it, and | guess that is the way
Ray does it, but -- so, yeah.
Ckay.

MR. TRASTER: No further questions.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.
M. Dees, any follow up?

MR. DEES: Yeah, real quickly.

REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON OF BROWNI E W LSON

BY MR DEES:
By using the township | evels, does that ensure that
you have enough data points that you need to nake
accurate determ nations?
It doesn't ensure it; it just helps. It is a bigger
area, so it covers nore points.
So it increases your probability that you are going
to have a nore accurate picture because of the
greater distance?

MR. TRASTER. | amgoing to object. It

assunes facts not in evidence. And that is not the
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way they did it. They didn't do it by township;
they did it by section.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD. Let ne -- you
are the one that sort of brought up the section
| evel s. That is what your data is.

MR. TRASTER: Well, but | amjust -- | am
recording ny objection that it assunes facts that
aren't in evidence.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Okay. | wll
go ahead and |l et the question be answered, but --

MR. TRASTER  Sure.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: -- with that
obj ecti on.

MR. TRASTER:  Absol utely.

Can you ask that question again?
(BY MR DEES) Sure. So -- and maybe | can do it
better than | did the last tine.

So by using townships -- and townshi ps are
bi gger than the sections, right?

Yeah.

Ckay. By using townshi ps as your geographi cal
boundary that encourages additional points of data,
because you have additional test wells and because
that allows for those additional data points, it

I ncreases the accuracy of the information that you
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woul d have on a | arge scal e?

| don't knowif | would say it increases the

accuracy. It increases ny confidence |evel.
Ckay.
Because it is just -- again, you are dealing with an

I nt erpol ated conti nuous surface, and so you are only

going to be accurate in terns of how you aggregate

that up or dowmn. And | don't think it

necessarily -- it gives it maybe a bigger -- a

better representation -- a greater probability of

representing what is actually accruing wthin that

sub area at a township |evel.

| am gl ad you answered the question | wanted to ask.
RECROSS EXAM NATI ON OF BROWNI E W LSON

BY MR TRASTER:

But the data that you provided to the GVD was

section | evel data?

Ri ght.
You didn't provide them-- | nean, they could
calculate the section -- the township level fromthe

data you provided. But you provided them section
| evel data; that is the data they used to cone up
with their map?

Ri ght .

Thank you.
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HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: All right.

M. O een, do you have anyt hi ng?
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON OF BROWNI E W LSON

BY MR CLEEN:
M. Traster just said that the sectional level is
the data that the GvD used to cone up with their
map. Wiat map? Wien you answered yes, what nmap
were you referring to?
The one you just had up there. WlIlIl, the second
one. The township map right there was nmade from
that section level data. It was aggregated up to
the township |l evel mnus sections that didn't have
15 feet of saturated thickness in there.

MR. OLEEN: And that is Attachnment 1 to, |
t hi nk, Exhibit A?

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD:.  Yes.

MR. OLEEN. Okay. No further questions.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: All right. |
think we are done with M. WI son.

BROANIE WLSON:. Do you want ne to comrent
on this stuff?

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ch, yeah, maybe
so. That is right. M. Dees, why don't you ask him
sone questions about what -- who wants to do that?

MR. TRASTER:. | am happy to. Go ahead.
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FURTHER REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON OF BROWNI E W LSON
BY MR DEES:
M. WIson, are you the one that created that map?
Yes.
kay. And it is a true and accurate representation
of what -- that map is a true and accurate
representati on of what you created?
Ri ght .
Ckay.

MR. DEES: Those are all the questions
that | have on that. And | think at this point we
can just enter it into evidence, unless M. Traster
has ot her questions about it.

FURTHER CROSS EXAM NATI ON OF BROWNI E W LSON
BY MR TRASTER:

It is old data. | nean, it is data fromthe time
frame and -- right.
| think | made two of them | think | nmade that one

I n conjunction with the one fromthe '90s when the
decline rates are different.

Sur e.

Yeah.

But it shows that there are areas that have a | arge
saturated thickness a long tinme, whether it is 250

years or a hundred; it is a long tine?
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A Relative to the decline rate for that period, yes.
Q Exactly. Thank you.

MR. TRASTER: | nove for the adm ssion of
Exhibit M

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: All right. So
admtted.

MR. TRASTER  Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Thank you. You
may step down. M. Dees?

MR. DEES: W just have a couple of board
nmenbers that have been graci ous enough to conme and
make sone comments. Wo wants to go first? Brent
Rogers, President of the G oundwater Managenent
District Board. He will go first.

(M. Rogers was sworn.)

TESTI MONY OF BRENT ROGERS

| am Brent Rogers, GVD board president,
and | represent Sheridan County. | live at 322
North Road 30 N | farmand irrigate in the
Nort heast part of the county as well as western
G aham County, so | amin that finger that sticks
out clear on the eastern side.

| have no restrictions with this proposed
LEMA. Although | amnot directly restricted, | want

todo all | can in this LEMA to conserve because it
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Wi Il be beneficial to ne if | can keep ny township
the same color if, and when, there is another
five-year iteration.

In the far western portions of ny
irrigated acres, we see significant drawdown in the
| atter part of the punping season. | have had to
re-nozzle two pivots in that area. This area sits
on the edge of a purple township. |f the status quo
continues, | will nost certainly have a township
col or change comng in the next iteration.

| have adopted noisture [inaudi ble] and
tinmely irrigation to what they are telling ne. W
are al so seeing sone trenmendous yields with Flex
hybrids, planting at |ower populations, while
watering and fertilizing |ess.

My point isis if we try to conserve even
the areas that are not affected in this LEMA we
will only help ourselves in the future. W have
seen SD6 do sone wonderful things with [arger cuts
t han anyone will receive in the proposed LENVA

| want to see ny kids have the opportunity
that | have had to irrigate in the future. Thank
you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Thank you. Any

guestions?
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MR. DEES. | don't have any questions. |
don't know if M. Traster has any.
MR. TRASTER:  Just briefly.
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON OF BRENT ROGERS
BY MR TRASTER:
Were you here for Ray's testinony?
Yes, | was.

And you heard it all?

Uh- huh.
| mean, is -- do you have anything to add to that or
take away? |s there anything that -- | am not

suggesting that he got it wong, but | amjust
wondering if there is anything that you want to
suppl enrent or add to or --

No. | -- can | make a comment?

Yeah.

| think sonething that just struck ne, finally, in
the | ast several hours sitting here, | ooking out
across this audience.

If you take all the lawers and all the
representation by DAR and all the organi zations that
are here, the Kansas Corn Comm ssion, and you take
them out of this scenario, how many people are
actually here as water users? W have 3,600 water

rights. And we see this at a | ot of our neetings.
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It just -- we don't -- | nean, | know there is
harvest going on and | know it is -- that is very

| nportant to people, but this is really inportant.

And it is hard for us board nenbers to wap our

heads around these things when we don't -- we cone
to a neeting like this. | expected to cone in here
today and not be able to get a seat. | really did.

And it shocks ne. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: All right.
M. Oeen, | assume you have not hi ng?

MR. OLEEN. No questions.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: My apol ogi es.
Al right.

MR. DEES: And then our last, as far as |
know at this point, witness is M. Goossen.

THE REPORTER: Can you give ne your nane,
pl ease?

LYNN GOOSSEN: It is Lynn, L-Y-N-N,
GOOSSE-N

(M. Goossen was sworn.)

TESTI MONY OF LYNN GOOSSEN

My nane is Lynn Goossen. | have been
farmng in the southern Thomas County area for
34 years. | have watched the water table decline in

my area and | want to testify that | believe that
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this LEMA is a good start to slowing dowmn the rate
of decline.

| think it is better for the whole area,
for all of us, to solve this problemtogether rather
than for senior water rights to attenpt to shut down
junior rights. And if we all cut back a little bit,
by cutting back we slow the rate of decline. This
should allow all to continue to irrigate, instead of

the junior right owners being shut off conpletely.

Al of ny irrigation wells wll have an
al l ocation given to themunder this LEMA. | am
wlling to work with all of ny neighbors to save

wat er for the next generation.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.
M. Dees?

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON OF LYNN GOOSSEN
BY MR DEES:
Lynn, | may have mssed this. Can you give us your
address where you |ive?
Yeah. It is 1154 County Road 22, Col by, Kansas.
kay. Thanks.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: M. d een,
anyt hi ng?

MR. OLEEN. No questions.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.
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M. Traster?
CROSS EXAM NATI ON OF LYNN GOOSSEN
BY MR TRASTER
| didn't catch where you farm \Were is your farnf
| farmin southern Thonmas County about --

Thomas County?

Yes.
Thank you.
MR. TRASTER. No further questions.
HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al right.
Thank you very much. | would |like to take just a

five-mnute break so we can sort of cone up with our
plan fromhere. So we wll reconvene at 4:20.

(Recess taken at 4:11 p.m Resuned at
4.:24 p.m)

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFIELD: W will go back
on the record.

M. Dees, you are done; is that correct?

MR, DEES: Yes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Very good. So,
M. Oeen, if you would like to go ahead and call
your W tnesses.

MR. OLEEN. Again, ny nane is Aaron (d een,
attorney for the D vision of Water Resources. And

at this time, we call M. Kelly Stewart to the
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st and.

(M. Stewart was sworn.)

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON OF KELLY STEWART
BY MR CLEEN:
M. Stewart, could you please explain your current
position wwth the D vision of Water Resources?
kay. | amcurrently in the position of water
conmm ssioner at the Stockton Field Ofice.
And the Stockton Field Ofice, what is its relation
to the GVMD4 area?
Well, the entire GVD board district is wthin ny
field office boundari es.
M. Stewart, you previously, in conjunction with
M. Lane Letourneau, submtted sone witten
testinony prior to today's hearing; is that correct?
That is correct.

MR. OLEEN. Forgive nme, Chief Engineer,
has that witten testinony been assigned an exhi bit
desi gnati on?

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Yes, it is B.

MR. OLEEN. Exhibit B?

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD:.  Yes.

MR. OLEEN. Ckay. Thank you.

(BY MR OLEEN) M. Stewart, can you explain a

little bit about your office's involvenent -- to
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what extent your office was involved with the LEVA
that we are here di scussing today?

kay. Well, over the course of the |ast two years,
nmy office -- either nyself or another staff,

we attend every board neeting. W like to go to
every board neeting to stay abreast of what the
board and staff are discussing. W are often in a
positi on where we answer questions. You know, we
have a ot of interaction with staff and board on a
regul ar basis. And, you know, we have attended
basically every neeting leading up to this LEVA

pr oposal .

Did your office instruct or recommend that the GvD4
initiate the LEMA proceedi ng?

No, we did not. That was a board of directors’
decision to nove forward on that proposal.

You said that as part of you or your staff attending
the GvD4 neetings on this LEMA issue that -- did you
say you provided sonme support in connection with
their formulation of this proposed LEVA?

Well, fromthe aspect of | ooking at the data that
they had conme up with, analyzing their spreadsheet
to see if we agreed with the nunbers, and just a
little bit of cross-checking.

You said sone -- or you just now nentioned sone
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anal ysis. Wre you referring to -- well, one
nmonent .

MR. OLEEN. Chi ef Engi neer, which exhibit
designation is the actual proposed LEMA?

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: It is included
within A

MR, OLEEN. Ckay.
(BY MR OLEEN) The proposed LEMA' s goal of saving a
certain anmount of gallons over a period, are you
aware of that stated goal, M. Stewart?
Yes.
And what is that stated goal, to your know edge?
Well, basically their goal is tolimt the total
anount of punping in the townships that are being
restricted to 1.7 mllion acre-feet of water over a
five-year period.
And did you say that your staff did sone anal ysis of
whet her the proposed LEMA' s corrective controls wll
neet that goal or not?
Yes, we did review that data, or ny staff did review
the data, and we agree, it does appear that that
goal can be net under the proposal.
Did your staff assist with any informational website
tools that the public could consult as part of their

bei ng i nfornmed about this LEMA process?
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Right. Yes, our staff did work with GvD4 and
devel oped a tool where you could plug in your water
ri ght nunber and | ook up your potential allocation
under the LENA.
| f the Chief Engineer chooses to designate this
proposed LEMA as it is currently proposed, or even
in any formreally, will your office provide any
assi stance to the GWD with respect to insuring that
the LEMA collective controls are foll owed?
Yes. We are prepared to work together with GV
and, you know, manage the LEMA, oversee the
all ocations, work with the public, conpliance and
enforcenment. You know, we are prepared -- we are
staffed to do that. |In fact, we even added a
special position in Stockton whose primary duties
are to work with GvDs and also folks interested in
wat er conservation areas. So we are prepared to do
t hat .
Is it the opinion of the D vision of Water Resources
that this LEMA wll be successful in neeting its
stated goal ?
Yes.

MR. OLEEN. No further questions.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay.
M. Dees, anything?
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MR, DEES: No.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: All right.
M. Traster?

MR. TRASTER: No questi ons.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: No questions?
Very good. | don't have any questi ons.

M. deen, your next wtness?

MR. OLEEN:. The D vision calls Lane
Let ourneau to the stand.

(M. Letourneau was sworn.)

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON OF LANE LETOURNEAU

BY MR CLEEN:
M. Letourneau, what is your current position with
the Division of Water Resources?
| amthe water appropriation program nmanager.
And what duties does that entail?
The wat er appropriation programentails
adm ni stering the Water Appropriation Act.
So you heard the testinmony of M. Stewart; he is the
wat er conmmi ssioner at the Stockton Field Ofice.
Are you in charge of overseeing or assisting with
all of the Division's water conmm ssioners?
We have four field offices in Kansas, each one with
a water conm ssioner. And those field offices are

in the water appropriation program
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M. Letourneau, have you been here in the audi ence
t hr oughout today's hearing?

Yes.

Did you hear sone testinony or nention given of the
prior appropriation doctrine?

Yes.

Sonetinmes it has maybe been referred to today as
"first intime, first inright"?

(Wtness indicated.)

s that a yes?

Yes.

| can't recall whether one of the wi tnesses said
this, I think so, but I won't -- so | won't phrase
the question this way.

If this LEMA is designated as currently
proposed, will that be the end of the prior
appropriation doctrine?

No.

Can you expl ain what you nean by that?

Absolutely. Water rights in Kansas have a priority
based on the tinme the application was filed. And
this proposed LEMA i s a nmanagenent plan that
establishes allocations. Those allocations were
going to be across the board, not based on priority.

But you heard priority first in tine,
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first in right and things. This LEMA does not touch
the first in tinme, first inright for priority if

| mpai rment would occur. If there was interaction
between two water rights, then the junior water
right wll still be curtailed to neet the senior
water right's needs.

kay. So |ooking -- currently on the projection, we
have Attachnment 1 to the GVD s proposed LEMA. And
this is their map that shows the different colored
t ownshi ps, correct?

Correct.

So | amgoing to ask you to -- for exanple, |ook at
any two townshi ps where there are two different
colors that are adjacent to each other. Ckay?
kay.

If a senior water right is in the nore restrictive
of the two townships and the junior is across the
township line on the less restrictive of the two
colored townships, if the junior clains to DWR
that -- | amsorry. |If the senior clainmns to DWR
that the junior across the township line is

I npairing the senior's water rights, what action
will the D vision take?

Actually in that case, we would conduct a punp test

to see how nmuch interaction between the two well s,
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if any. And we woul d nake a determ nation of what
percentage then that junior was inpacting the
senior's water right and we would curtail punping
based on that percentage.

So this LEMA as proposed, with its different

al l ocati ons based on different townships, that wll

not prevent a junior -- a senior water right from
claimng -- frombeing able to claimto your agency
that an inpairnment exists? They will still be able
to make that claimand you will still analyze that
cl ai nf

Absol ut el y.

And if you find that inpairnment has occurred by the
junior, you will performsone sort of action to
honor the priority of the senior; is that correct?
Correct.
I f someone is issued a certificate of appropriation,
does that guarantee that they -- well, let ne back
up. Strike that.

| f soneone is issued a certificate of
appropriation, they are given an authorized
guantity; is that correct?
Correct.
s that a guarantee that they will always be able to

Wit hdraw t hat quantity of water fromthe aquifer?
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A No. Just because you have a water right, it doesn't

guar ant ee you have water.

MR. OLEEN. No further questions.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: M. Traster,
anyt hi ng?

CROSS EXAM NATI ON OF LANE LETOURNEAU

BY MR TRASTER:
| have told this joke five tines and it gets funnier
every tine. You know, | finally get to cross
exam ne you under oat h.

How | ong have you been the program nanager

at DWR?

The program manager, Dave, | think 2008. It is now
nine years, | believe.

And what were you -- how | ong have you been with the
DWR?

| have 30 years now.
What was your role before program nanager?
kay. | cane in 30 years ago as a Hydro 1,

processi ng new applicati ons.

Ckay.
Then a nunber of years after that when -- | believe
a |l aw changed to where we -- we were required --

folks were required to file annual water use

reports, and so | becane the state's water use
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coordinator, was that title. Then as -- because
that had a civil penalty attached to it, when our

| aws were changed then for civil penalty authority,
| got handed that also. So I was in conpliance,
enforcenent and water use for a nunber of years.

So revi ewi ng new appropriations, conpliance and
enforcenent, and then in charge of the whole
program generally?

Yeah. Then, David, | got added -- while | was
wor ki ng on new applications, | also worked on change
applications. So --

Ckay.

| worked on everything but the certificate.

Al right. So the Division of Water Resources has
had a nunber of -- very briefly, there was -- in
1999, there was a statute change and DWR took its
policy and procedure manual and put it into

regul ations; you were famliar wth that process and
how t hat canme about ?

Yes.

Generally speaking, tell nme about the policy and
procedure manual versus the regul ati ons.

Ckay. And I will just state it based on how I
understand it.

Yeah, absolutely.
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A W -- when | first started, we had two | arge books,

still have and | still maintain. Denise Rolfs
[ phon] was David Pope, the previous Chief Engineer's
secretary. She maintai ned what was cal |l ed policies
and procedures established fromthe Chief Engineer.
And those were policies that we used then
to, you know, process new applications, change
applications, certificates, on how we did things.
Well, then in 1999 the | aw changed from when we were
the Board of Agriculture and becane the Depart nent
of Agriculture. And we -- our secretary then got
sone adm nistrative authority. It is ny
under st andi ng then our policies and procedures did
not have the force and effect of law, so we had to
put those in rules and regs.
kay. | think that is enough. It is kind of fun to
go into the details, but let's not.
kay.
(Marked Exhibit N, Exhibit O Exhibit P,
Exhibit R)
(BY MR TRASTER) So | have handed you a series
of -- this stack of docunents. The top docunent is
Exhibit N, as in Nathan. [|s that an exanple of a
policy of -- the kind of policies that were in place

that were in this -- in these two notebooks?
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A Yes.

Q | have just one notebook. | didn't know there were
two. Wiat is -- | nean, is it --

A | inmagi ne what Denise Rolfs kept was the history.
And so | think our books are -- would have every
Iteration of the policy.

Q Sonetine | would like to see your books.

A Absolutely.

Q That is fine, a different issue. Al right. So
take a |l ook at Exhibit N and tell nme what it is.

A This is Admnistrative Policy Nunber 83-33 and the
subject is Allowable Quantities, Certificates of
Appropriation For Irrigation Use.

Q And the certificate -- | nean, basically this
provi des that when you issue a certificate -- now,
the water right has been applied for and perfected
and you are issuing the certificate. Wen you are
I ssuing a certificate, you are supposed to reduce
the quantity in this to two and a half -- two and a
quarter acre-feet per acre, correct?

A Yes, if it was higher than two and a quarter.

Q Rght. So -- and if you look at the map that is

proj ected on the screen, which is Attachnent 1 to
Exhi bit A, the easternnost township shown on that

map is Township 21, correct?
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Correct.

And so if you conpare that map to the | ast

par agraph, the last indented paragraph in Exhibit N,
all of Gv»4 is west of the Township 20-21 I|ine,
correct?

Correct.

So at the tine this policy was in effect, every
water right that is certified got reduced if it was
hi gher to two and a half -- two and a quarter
acre-feet per acre?

Yes, if it was higher.

And if it was perfected at a |ower quantity, then it
was perfected, that was the limt. GCkay. Can you
take a look at Exhibit O which is the next docunent
in the series?

Yes.

And that is, again, the sane policy, 83.3 [sic], but
It supercedes the undated version that is in

Exhi bit N, correct?

Correct.

And it reduced the quantity in GVD4 and ot her areas
to two and a quarter to two acre-feet per acre,
right?

Correct.

And take a ook at Exhibit P. And this is dated in
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1986, right? And the second page, it has the sane
st andards showi ng two acre-feet per acre west of the
Township 20-21 line, right?

Correct.

But in this policy, we have noved from changi ng the
certificate to the allowable quantity for a new
permt, correct?

O it was considered reasonable to apply for a new
permt.

Right. GCkay. So then in 2000, you -- stepping back
alittle bit. DWR publishes regul ations,
established regul ati ons at the request of

G oundwat er Managenent Districts, correct?

Correct, yes.

And those regulations -- are you famliar with the
regulations from'83 -- you didn't conme to the
agency until "'87, did you?

| nmean, if they were in place, | would be famliar
with them sure.

Sure. But you are aware that there was a plan

depletion policy in GVD4?

Yes.

And how to calculate that? | nean, you weren't in
the -- you were doing permts back --

Correct.
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-- when you first cane? So it was a two-m | e radius
circle and it was two percent?

Correct.

And then it changed to one and then it went to safe
yi el d, sustainable yield, whatever that --

Yeah. Then we were very fortunate in the new
applications unit because we actually woul d make
sure that that application was in proper formand we
sent it out to the G oundwat er Managenent District
for their recomrendati on.

Sure. And so all these permits that were issued
either up until '91 would have been for two
acre-feet per acre, and then later it was -- when
the reqgul ati on was anended, it went to 1.5, right?
Correct.

And so -- now, when you issue a permt -- when the
Chi ef Engi neer issues a permt, he makes findi ngs of
fact, doesn't he?

Yes.

The statute requires himto make findi ngs of fact?
Correct.

And in each one of those cases, he issues a cover

|l etter; does it not?

Yes.

And the cover letter will say sonething to the
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effect that we find that the quantity is reasonabl e
and if you -- let ne nake sure | -- in |ooking at
Exhibit Rin that stack -- and | will represent to
you that these canme out of ny files. They are not
necessarily in GvD4, but they are typical letters --
well, they are letters that came out of ny file.
Are these -- take a look at them 68, 72, 76. |
mean, these are sort of typical formletters that
DWR has used over the years; are they not?

Yes.

And then toward then end, there are a coupl e of

j udgnent sheets, right?

Yes.

And those judgnent sheets contain the information
and findings that DWR has to nmake -- that the Chief
Engi neer has to nake in order for himto issue a
permt, right?

Correct.

And those findings include good faith, proper form
beneficial purpose, within reasonable |imtations,
one [inaudi ble] use and doesn't create [inaudi bl e]
or unduly affect the public interest, right?

Yes.

Those are the findings that he has to nake before he

can issue a permt by statute, right?
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Ri ght .

And so when he does that and sonebody perfects the
wat er right, that water right has characteristics,
doesn't it? It has a priority date, it has a file
nunber, it has a rate, it has a quantity, it has a
pl ace of use, it has a point of diversion, it has

| i ke eight or nine characteristics --

And use made of water.

Use made of water. So -- and you are famliar with
t he G awson versus DWR case?

Yes.

And it says that once that permt is issued, the
Chi ef Engi neer doesn't have authority to reduce it,
doesn't it?

MR OLEEN. | will object. That is a
conclusion of law. | think M. Traster has had a
simlar objection, so | wll put mne on the record
as well.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay.

MR. DEES. | concur in that objection.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.
Very good.

(BY MR TRASTER) You have read the C awson case?
Yes.

And it says that he can't retain jurisdiction to
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nmake reductions after the permt is issued, right?

I f you know.

You know, there is -- | do know that we can't retain
jurisdiction, but I don't know about reductions. |
wi || be honest about that.

Al right. That is fine. So --

Well, and | don't knowif we are -- we are not
actually reducing the water right with this LEMA
Right. | understand that.

It is a managenent plan that sets an allocation.
Sonmeone can still punp their authorized quantity as
long as it is within the five-year allocation, over
five years. So we are not making a reduction. W
are -- this is trying to i nplenent a managenent

pl an.

| see. Ckay. So it doesn't change the terns of the
water right, it just nmeans that you -- you just
can't use it according to its terns; fair?

You can within one or two years probably, but not
every year for five years.

Right. Okay. But -- and without this, this water
right gives you the use -- the ability to divert the
full quantity every year, not only for five years,
but until there is no nore water available, right?

Ri ght.
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Q If you want to do that. |If that is -- and that is
the tragedy of the comments that we are dealing with
I n Western Kansas?

A That is correct.

Q In your witten testinony, according to -- well, how
many LEMAs are there now, do you know?

A One.

Q Just one?

A Correct.

Q And that is in the Sheridan 6?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And there are a |ot of others under
consi deration?

A Not LEMAs. W have got a nunber of water
conservation areas under consideration, but this is
the only -- oh, there is another one that is being
consi dered i n GVD5.

Q There are sone on the horizon?

A Correct.

Q People are discussing this?

A Yes.

Q And in your witten testinony, you say that you have
hired staff to coordinate this, this LEMA if it
is -- is that position filled?

A Yes.
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Q So if you got a position to coordinate and help with

this LEMA, but it hasn't been approved yet, can't
one conclude that it is conplete?

No. | can -- to explain our plans on staffing. |
was on the Governor's Water Vision Team And we
went out, | don't know, 500 neetings, | think, is

t he nunber of neetings we had wth thousands of
people. And what we heard was we need to do

sonet hing and we need to do it locally. And so what
we -- then know ng that the LEMA process woul d
require additional staff tinme fromus and then al so
t he water conservation areas was going to require
additional staff time fromus, so it wasn't just
thinking that this LEMA is going to go through; we
have got multiple conservation plans that we needed
additional staff for.

And that was pretty nmuch what Kelly testified to as
well, right, that -- well, it was nore than that.
But in your witten testinony that you submtted,
you say it is a dedicated staff person with the
primary responsibility of assisting within the field
of fice area, including GV stakeholders, in
devel opi ng and adm nistering LEMAs and wat er
conservation hearings. | nean, really it |ooks like

you hired sonebody to adm nister this LEMA, even
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t hough it hasn't been approved yet? | amjust
telling you howit looks. | amnot -- | nean, | am

just saying. Do you see what | am sayi ng?

Yeah. W do, but we also know that we will have
wat er conservation areas also that -- where we
needed hel p.
Al right.

MR. TRASTER | don't have any further
guesti ons.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Very good.

Thank you. Any followup? M. deen?
REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON OF LANE LETOURNEAU

BY MR COLEEN
M. Letourneau, do you know when the LEMA statute
was passed?
| can look it up. 2011, naybe.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: ' 12.
'12?  Kay.
(BY MR OLEEN) Was it passed after all these --
think it was Exhibits N through Rthat M. Traste
referred to, sone old policies and old letters.
the LEMA statute passed after those exhibits were
creat ed?
Yes.

MR. OLEEN. No further questions.

I
r

Was
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HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Very wel | .
M. Dees, anything?

MR, DEES: No.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay.

MR. TRASTER. No further questions.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Very good. |
just found one correction in your testinony. |
don't know when you becane program manager, but it
was 2007. You were in place when | becane Chief
Engi neer. Maybe it was during 2007. | am not sure.
Al right. Anything else fromthe DWR?

MR. OLEEN: No further w tnesses from DVWR

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.

MR. TRASTER: We call Bert Stranel.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.

Bert Stranel.

THE REPORTER: Did you have an Exhibit @Q?
Was there a Q?

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Yeah. So |
guess we didn't deal with the exhibits. Do you want
all the exhibits entered?

MR. TRASTER: | nove for the adm ssion of
the exhibits.

THE REPORTER: | don't remenber Exhibit Q

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay. So
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Exhibits N, O P and R have been requested. Any
obj ections? Aaron?

MR. OLEEN: One nonent. Let ne nmake su

re

MR. TRASTER Are there any skips in that?

We have got --

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: There is no Q
MR. TRASTER No Q but A through Ris --

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: As far as |
know, we have done everyt hing.

MR. OLEEN. M. Traster, did you

redact -- did you say you redacted sone infornmation

fromthe letters on Exhibit R?

MR. TRASTER: | didn't say that, but |
di d.

MR. OLEEN. Gkay. What did you redact?

MR. TRASTER. | just redacted any perso
information to -- | wanted the forns of the lette

nal

rs

that are typical to be in the record. And, by the

way, those sane letters are attached, and so it

IS just --
MR. OLEEN. No objectionto N, O P and
HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.
we wll have all those admtted and there will be

no Qadmtted. Al right. Have a seat and tell

R.
So

us

VESTERN KANSAS REPORTI NG
620-272- 2820




© 00 N o O b~ w NP

N DN DN N DD P P P PPk
g b~ W N B O © 00 N OO OB~ w N +» O

Page 267

O

O » O >

your nanme and address.

BERT STRAMEL: Bert Stranel, 1267 K25,
Col by, Kansas. | live and farm here in Col by.

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON OF BERT STRAMEL
BY MR TRASTER:
And you are --

THE REPORTER: Hold on. | haven't sworn
himin yet.

MR TRASTER:. Oh, swear himin then.

(M. Stranmel was sworn.)
(BY MR TRASTER) You are one of the intervenors in
this case?
| am
And did you give us an address? You m ght have.
Yeah. 1267 K25, Col by.
And just |ike we have done el sewhere, go ahead and
say what you need to say.
| would like to put just alittle bit of a personal
aspect to this.

Thi s has probably been the nost
I nformati onal neeting we have had on this whol e
process the whole tine. | don't knowif that is
because you are in charge or what the case is.

But as a farner, we start everything with

a process and we try and know everything we can
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about that process going forward when we pick out
hybri ds, when we pick out nmachinery that we use. W
try and get as nuch know edge and as nuch data about
everything and we try and max it out to the absolute
max that we can in order to be profitable and
efficient.

And in this case, nmany of the things we
asked for at the very beginning, |ike increased
neasuring points or increased data points so that we
can actually find out where we can do the nobst good
and do the nost good, and to back up sonme of these
maps have been ignored fromthe begi nning.

Many of us today have tal ked about this
being a real property right, and | believe it is.

It has value. | have had the Gty of Colby offer to
buy sone of mne. And they didn't want the |and,
they wanted the water and access to it. And that
shows that it has a cash val ue.

And | have five kids at hone and | want
themto be able to have all the types of enjoynent
and use of the water that we have now. But | also
want themto have other rights that have been
granted to them And | don't foresee, just because
it is for the greater good, to take away a right or

restrict it. | feel that is a slippery slope.
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It is like today, this was the first tine
the 25 -- no nore than 25 percent reduction was
actual ly explained to an extent that it could be
under st ood.

We have never had a full explanation of
how t hi s appeals process is going to work. | have
several of ny personal water rights that | know are
going to need to go through this appeal, and | am
not sure how well | am going be served by it w thout
know ng the process, w thout knowi ng who is going to
be in charge of it, if it is going to be this
current board, if it is going to be the current
staff. | nmean, who knows what future staff or
future boards are going to ook like. And to just
wal k into this w thout having sone of these
guestions answered is reckless. W wouldn't go into
our fields and plant sonmething w thout having sone
| dea of what to expect.

| amclosely related to two of the board
menbers. And | don't know how that affects it, but
there could be sone famly issues there and | am not
sure how that is going to work out.

Al so, sonme of the board nenbers were
conpetitors. W have bid on the same property. W

work in the sane nei ghborhoods. W bid on the sane

VESTERN KANSAS REPORTI NG
620-272- 2820




© 00 N o O b~ w NP

N DN DN N DD P P P PPk
g b~ W N B O © 00 N OO OB~ w N +» O

Page 270
e\’

contracts or sane |eases. And there is going to be

sone dynamics in that. And only being able to

appeal to staff -- and then how nmuch further you can
take it past that, there is no -- there is no third
party. There is no jury of your peers. It is just

too nuch to give up without know ng in the beginning
what we are getting into.

A lot of the people aren't here today, and
it is because a | ot of people -- this is a big year.
W have had two years of declining farmincones, and
there is a |lot of people just hanging on. And if
you didn't fully understand it, which I think there
Is a lot of people that don't fully understand, you
are going to go hone and you are going to take care
of your hone.

So in those regards, that is nost of ny --
nmy deal. | just -- today was -- | would al nost ask
you to hold anot her one of these hearings because of
so nmuch information that has conme out that never
came out in the informational hearings we had before
t his.

MR. TRASTER. Can you mark that as Q?

THE REPORTER:  Yes.

(Marked Exhibit Q)

Q (BY MR TRASTER) | am going to hand you what has
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been marked as Exhibit Q Can you identify that?

| believe this is the handout we were given at the
I nformati onal neeting here in Col by.

And so when you turn it over and | ook at the front
page down in the |ower corner, there is a -- if you
will turn it over, there are sone dates for
neetings. Do you see those?

Yes.

And those are the sane dates that were announced
earlier today, when the public neetings were,
correct?

That is correct.

And so what is on the back of that docunent?

It is just a few highlights. It has a couple of
bul | et points here of the plan.

Let me take a | ook here real quick. So you were
here for M. Luhnman's testinony, right?

| was.

And he testified that the plan itself with all the
detail was published on their website about the tine
or inthe time frame when it was submtted to the
DWR for review. Your heard that?

| believe so.

Okay. And so this docunent that you are seeing now,

Is that -- did you receive or were you aware of
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ot her docunents between the Col by neeting and

that -- published on the website that gave you the
specific details that are in the plan now?

| may have been given a handout at a GvD4 nonthly
neeting. Oher than that, no, there was no handout
of the actual LEMA plan --

Ckay.

-- prior to that.

The plan was expl ained at the these public neetings?
In pretty big generalities.

kay. Tell ne about that.

Well, after reading the plan now and | ooki ng back,
there was no discussion as to the nmeter | ogging,
where you woul d need to, | believe, keep an accurate
| og of your -- of all water neters every two weeks.
And there was no nmention that if that | og was

I nconpl ete or inaccurate and you have a neter
failing, that you could possibly |ose an entire
year's all ocation because of it.

kay. And this -- you nentioned the appeal process.
| nmean, it is to the staff and then the board. But
I f the board votes against you, there is no further
process that you are aware of ?

Not to nmy knowl edge. Even reading the LEMA docunent

now, | believe that it is an appeal to staff and
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then an appeal to the board.

And that is it?

And that is it. | don't know where el se you woul d
go after that.

Al right. Very good.

MR. TRASTER: No further questions. |Is
there anything else you need to add? GCkay. No
further questions.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: All right.

M. Dees?

MR. DEES: Real briefly.

CROSS EXAM NATI ON OF BERT STRANMEL
BY MR DEES:

So is it your testinony that you did attend the

Col by public neeting where -- is it Exhibit S --

Q

Q \Were Exhibit Q was handed out?

Yes.

kay. And is it your testinony today that you have
attended nul ti pl e board neetings over the last, |
don't know, two years?

Yes.

Ckay. And at those board neetings, have there been
di scussi ons about the LENMA?

Yes.
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Okay. Have there been open forum sessions where you
coul d make personal comments?

Yes, you can nmake coments.

Have you nade comments?

| have.

(kay. Have they been about the LEMA?

| have.

Ckay. As well as, | believe -- did you attend the
initial hearing in front of Hearing Oficer Onen?

| did.

Okay. And did you make -- did you submt testinony
t here?

| did. | did oral and witten testinony.

(kay. And then you have cone today and you have
presented oral testinony in -- | amnot sure if you
have presented witten testinony. Have you --

Not today, | haven't.

kay. But you may do that or you may not, dependi ng
on what you want to do?

Correct.

(kay. And you did say that you had thought you had
been given a handout at the GvD4 board neeting that
had nore specifics of the plan; is that correct?

It is -- when -- | think at the neeting that they --

the notion was presented to forward it onto the
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Chi ef Engineer. | believe there was a handout
t hen --

Q Ckay.

A -- that we were able to take a | ook at.

Q Were you at the annual -- excuse ne, the 2017 annual
G4 neeti ng?

A Was that in Goodland at the water -- yeah, | was
t here.

Q Okay. And was the LEMA discussed there, that you
know of ?

A Yeah, | believe it was.

Q Okay. Have you ever asked for the plan, outside of
bei ng handed the plan at that GVD4 board neeti ng
where it was then approved?

A | amnot sure what you woul d have asked for at the
time. | think it was still under -- under
construction or under --

Q kay. So --

A | don't know -- | never had a rough draft or
anyt hing, that | know of.

Q Okay. D d you ever ask for a rough draft?

A No, | didn't.

Q Ckay.

MR. DEES: Thank you.
HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: M. d een,
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anyt hi ng?

MR TRASTER:  No.

MR. TRASTER. M. Traster, anything
further?

MR. TRASTER. No further questions.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.
Thank you very nuch.

BERT STRAMEL: Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFIELD: All right. Do
you have anynore w tnesses?

MR. TRASTER: W are done.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: You are done?
Ckay.

| guess we didn't talk about closing
remarks. Do you-all want to nmake any cl osing
remarks? You obviously have the opportunity to
provi de sone witten conments.

MR. DEES: W have a --

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Yeah, | was
going to see if anybody el se wanted to nmake any
public comments, if that is what you are getting to
t here.

So that concludes our formal process. |
will, before we sort of nove to conclusion, ask if

there is any public that would |ike to make any
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addi ti onal statenents. Yes. Cone on forward,

pl ease.

Al right. | would ask if you could state

your name for the record.

M KE SCHULTZ: My nanme is M ke Schul tz.
live in Brewster, Kansas, 118 6th Street,
SCHUL-T-Z

(M. Schultz was sworn.)

M KE SCHULTZ: | thank you for having ne
here today. | want to thank GvD4 for this work. |
have been serving on the [inaudible] R ver Basin
Advi sory Board for the governor of Kansas, | guess,
or the G oundwater Managenent District. So | have
been involved in the water industry for years and
years. | have been a past irrigator, a
farmer/rancher. | own |land here in Thomas County.
My fam |y honesteaded in the 1890s. By the way, we
have never had an irrigation well on our own | and.
We have rented irrigation |and before. | have done
t hat .

| would ask that, has anybody here ever
not had water? Go turn the spigot on sone day and
find out. | ama stock guy. | own a cattle
operation. And | amreally concerned about the

| npai rment clause in the water | aw because |I have
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been inpaired by irrigation. | have not taken it to
task yet. | have got a neighbor that | seriously
t hi nk about doing that with. But to drill a well is
6 to $8,000. | have been through that. So we have

spent sone noney dealing with those things.

The one thing | want to do is ask the
guestion to people about water quality versus water
gquantity. The reason | bring that up is | amalso a
city adm nistrator for a city superintendent for the
City of Brewster. W are getting ready to spend
$1.5 million, possibly, on a water treatnent plant,
if we can't find an alternative source. And that
cones into the issue of agriculture, because it is a
nitrate contam nati on problem

So | would tell sonme of you that |ess than
three percent of the world's water is potable, is
good to use, and that the Ogallala Aquifer is sone
of the best in the world. W found out that in the
1940s, | believe it was, there was an article that
came out when they kind of discovered the Ogall al a
Aqui fer and they thought it was an inexhaustible
supply of water. It was designed for people to put
back and maybe go hone tonight and just Google a
search "Kansas" and then scroll up and | ook at the

pivots. And Nebraska is a unique place. They
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actual ly increased the water there versus us --
declining usage here in the Untied -- in Kansas. So
that is a big concern to ne of what's goi ng on.

But if you ook at the problem it is
over production. W have people that have abused the
water rights. | knowin the '70s, we had ditch
irrigation and we wasted tons of water. Everybody
t hought it was never going to end. WlIl, guess
what ? The days are here. W have got to pay
attenti on.

| think, too, also back in the early days
irrigation was devel oped to help with the livestock
needs in these counties out here in Northwest
Kansas. One of the biggest reasons the irrigation
took off was for livestock. It wasn't so nuch it
produced $2.90 corn, but that is what we have got to
deal with. Border [inaudible] does that.

You know, | see the biggest problemin the
wat er deal -- and, you know, | have made the
statenent several tines. W are getting into a
position of trying to curb water use when we have
got people that think they are going to farm every
acre in the county and they are going to feed the
worl d. And 80 percent of the world' s popul ation

makes | ess than $1, 200, and we are not going to do
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So ny deal with the water concern is --
and | know because | -- but at $8 a thousand for --

even Eastern Kansas towards the Hays/W/I son area,
you do the nmath on a sinple 120-acre pivot. At $8 a
t housand -- and cone tell nme what your corn is worth
at $8 a thousand. And it takes up to 3,000 gallons
of water to produce a bushel of corn today. And at
$8, you do the nath.

So | guess that we are all comng at it

wth alittle different deal and a pretty

conservative deal. And | think the LEMA even needs
to be nore strict. |If we don't see a decline
st oppi ng, we have got to go to the next |level. And

so | want to lay that out there.

| heard a comment nade today that, you
know, naybe people are being treated worse. And I
would Iike to say this. You think about treated
wor se. \What happens when the public runs out of
wat er? And, you know, a public vote on this
| ssue -- right now, we can control our own destiny.
| don't think people realize what is going to happen
If it goes to a vote.

| deal with the city municipal side and |

talk to people every day about it. It is a big
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concern and you want to be careful what you w sh
for.

W have about -- | think they said the
people in the world, you know -- water abuse and
that is what you get into when you [i naudi bl €]
gquality water versus non-potable water. And | can't
stress enough the inportance of taking care of what

we have got here.

| hope we continue. M kids -- | would
| i ke to have people cone back. | have peopl e that
work for me. | amjust |like everybody else. | know

that these rents are going to get us in trouble. W

have got $2.90 corn and people have got to pay their

bills. | know what they are fighting. It is not a
big deal. It is financially. | know | have been
in the deal. | have been in the stock market in the

'80s. We lost a lot of nobney. You neke deci sions
t hat sonetines don't work out.

So if you are going to over-produce and
waste the good water, | just can try to warn people,
pay attention. It is worth nore than the oil or
anyt hi ng under ground, what you produce on top. But
| think water is very inportant.

So with that, | just wanted to make sure

peopl e understood how i nportant water is.
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HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Thank you very
much. Any questions fromeither side?

MR. TRASTER: No questi ons.

MR, DEES: No.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Al'l right.
Thank you. Last call. Any public comments out
there? Yes.

JACE MOSBARGER: Jace Mosbarger again. Do
you need --

THE REPORTER  You have been sworn.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Yeah. | wll
just rem nd you, you are under oath.

JACE MOSBARGER: (Ckay. So a lot of people
are really struggling with when sone of this
I nformation canme out to the public. | still state
my recollection of the informati on and act ual
| anguage of the LEMA

So the first time | had open access to the
actual | anguage of what the fleshed-out LEMA pl an
was goi ng to appear to be was the day of the annual
meeting -- the norning of the day of the annual
nmeeting in a back room behi nd cl osed doors with sone
cof fee and donuts at the Northwest Kansas Techni cal
Col | ege Uni on.

This was al so the day of -- after handing
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it out, 15 mnutes |ater we had a public session and
t hen went back behind the doors and approved it to
be sent off to the Chief Engineer. So that is ny
public know edge of how -- what | was exposed to

to actually see the | anguage and protest the -- the
public neetings just were not very detailed. Like
everybody said, they were so vague. Nobody really
even knew how to find it or how to approach it
because we didn't understand it.

Today, |like Bert said, was the first day
we have ever understood that 25 percent and how t hat
plays into our water right. And for a lot of these
water rights, that is a very inportant issue of the
| Ssue.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: And what was
the date of that annual neeting; do you know?

JACE MOSBARGER: Ray woul d -- sonebody
el se woul d know t he actual date.

RAY LUHVAN: It was in February, but I
couldn't tell you the date without |ooking at it.

MR. TRASTER If it was the day it was
approved, it was June 8th.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Wl l, there
were two -- there was a version sent -- they sent a

version in February, and so it was approved to send.

VESTERN KANSAS REPORTI NG
620-272- 2820




© 00 N o O b~ w NP

N DN DN N DD P P P PPk
g b~ W N B O © 00 N OO OB~ w N +» O

Page 284
e\’

So that is probably the version.

JACE MOSBARGER: | think it was in
February of 2017, the day of the annual neeting.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ri ght.

JACE MOSBARGER: It was predate -- or the
top of the page said June 8th, or it was, you know,
forward-dated to when it was going to kind of be
sent off.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ckay. Sure.

UNKNOWN SPEAKER: When you said "behind
cl osed doors", did you nean |like in executive
session or just --

JACE MOSBARGER: No. The door was open to
the public, but it wasn't easily accessible? As a
person -- the public, you kind of needed to know
where you were heading; you didn't stunble upon it.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Ri ght.

JACE MOSBARGER: And | just wanted to go
on record lastly to say that | ama third generation
farmer in Sherman County with two young boys that
have al ready expressed a high interest in farm ng
and that there are many people |like ne that woul d
oppose this current LEMA, but have a | ong-vested
interest in this community and this water.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Thank you. Any
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guestions?

MR. TRASTER: No questi ons.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Very good.

MR. TRASTER. One thing. | just want to
be -- make the record clear that we have had an
I nteresting hearing and it has been hel pful, but
there are a | ot of unanswered questions still. W
need nore docunments. And | believe that both Aaron
and Adam are working real hard to get those
docunents to us.

But in ternms of -- | nean, there are going
to be nore questions. And you have given us the
opportunity to submt additional -- nake additional
subm ssions and we understand that and appreciate
it. But | don't think the record can be cl osed at

this time. There are a |ot of questions and maybe

not an opportunity to answer them but | just want
to be clear that there is still nore to cone, |
t hi nk.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: M. Dees?

MR. DEES. Just a real quick response to
t hat .

| don't think the record is going to be
closed until Decenber 12th for subm ssion of witten

testinmony. If | --
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HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Yeah. | wll
get to the record in a mnute. That is correct.

MR. DEES: Thanks.

HEARI NG OFFI CER BARFI ELD: Very good.

Well, | appreciate everybody attendi ng
today. It has been a long day and | appreciate the
group here that has participated in the hearing. So
| et me go ahead and nove us toward concl usion.

Again, as we just alluded to, you wll be
free to provide witten testinony, whether you
provided oral testinony here or not. Again, back on
the back table there is a little card that sort of
I ndi cat es how you can go about providing that
t esti nony.

Witten coments nust be submtted or
post mar ked by Decenber 12th. Anyone may submit

witten testinony before that date and your comments

wi Il be made part of the record of this hearing.
Information is available -- well, those instructions
are back there. | already referred to that.

As we receive witten testinony, it wll
be posted on our website. W wll also post a
transcript of this hearing on our website as soon as
it beconmes available. The record will close on

Decenber 12th, 2017.
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After it is closed, I wll reviewthe
record and make a deci sion on how to proceed
pursuant to the GVD's request. Just as in statute,
there are two separate hearings for a successful
LEMA process. And actually the statute requires two
separate orders. First, pursuant to statute, | have
180 days to issue ny order of decision. In this
order of decision -- 120 days. Yeah, | have 120
days to issue ny order of decision.

In that order, | have the follow ng
choices. | can accept the LEMA plan as proposed. |
can reject the LEMA plan as insufficient to address
the conditions. | can return the plan, if it is
determ ned to be deficient wwth reasons and options
for the GW to revise and resubmt the plan. O,
fourthly, | can return the plan with specific
suggestions or inprovenents, which the GVD can
accept or reject.

If the order of decision accepts the plan,
then I wll subsequently issue an order of
desi gnati on, designating the area of the LEVMA and
ordering the specific corrective controls wthin the
pl an.

Since the GVWD has al ready proposed changes

to the proposed plan, it is likely that the order of
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decision will return the plan to the GWD for further
consi deration, proposed changes, and any ot her
matters that | determ ne necessary.

| appreciate your appearance and your
coments today. And, again, wth that we wll close

the oral testinony in this matter. Thank you.

* * % % *
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STATE OF KANSAS,
THOVAS COUNTY, SS

CERTI FI CATE

|, Elaine Shogren, a Certified Court
Reporter of Kansas, certify that the foregoing is a
full and correct transcript of all the oral
proceedings had in this matter at the aforenenti oned
time and pl ace.

I N WTNESS WHEREOF | have hereunto set ny
hand and official seal at Hol conb, Kansas this 11th
day of Decenber, 2017.

ELAI NE SHOGREN, CCR
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          1                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



          2      Please come to order.  We will now go on the record.



          3                My name is David Barfield.  I am Chief



          4      Engineer of the Division of Water Resources, Kansas



          5      Department of Agriculture, and I will be your



          6      Hearing Officer today.  With me is Kenny Titus,



          7      Chief counsel for the Kansas Department of



          8      Agriculture, and he will be assisting me in this



          9      hearing.



         10                Today is November 14th, 2017.  The time is



         11      9:05 a.m. and we are holding this hearing at the



         12      City Limits Convention Center in Colby, Kansas.  If



         13      you have not already done so, I would ask that



         14      everyone present, please go and sign the attendance



         15      sheet located by the door.  If you plan to give



         16      testimony, please indicate that on the sign-in



         17      sheet.



         18                Thank you each for taking time today to



         19      attend this hearing related to this very significant



         20      matter of groundwater management within the



         21      boundaries of Northwest Kansas, Groundwater



         22      Management District No. 4.



         23                This hearing is being held pursuant to



         24      K.S.A. 82a-741, which governs the establishment of



         25      local enhanced management areas, or LEMAs as we tend
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          1      to call them.



          2                This is the second of two hearings to



          3      consider the management plan proposed by GMD No. 4,



          4      Groundwater Management District No. 4, otherwise



          5      known as GMD No. 4.  In the plan, I will refer to it



          6      as the GMD4 District-Wide LEMA.



          7                Pursuant to K.S.A. 82a-1041(b), timely



          8      notice of this public hearing was published in the



          9      Colby Free Press on October 13th, 2017; the Goodland



         10      Star News on October 13th, 2017; and the Kansas



         11      Register on October 12th, 2017.  Each water right



         12      owner within the boundaries of the proposed LEMA was



         13      also mailed an individual notification of this



         14      hearing.



         15                I would like to provide just a little bit



         16      of history on sort of what has transpired here, and



         17      particularly on sort of my role in the plan



         18      development.  The GMD board, as I understand it,



         19      started its discussion and development of the



         20      district-wide plan, or LEMA, in 2015.  My first



         21      knowledge of it was when I attended their 2016



         22      annual meeting.  I believe it was in February



         23      of 2016.  I and several of the staff from Manhattan



         24      went and participated in the annual meeting.  We



         25      attended a board meeting just before the annual
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          1      meeting and were briefly briefed on their concepts



          2      for the plan at that point.  It has evolved since



          3      then.  And our basic involvement was to give them



          4      input, particularly to ensure that the plan that



          5      they would develop ultimately would be consistent



          6      with state law and its requirements more broadly.



          7                From there, the GMD, after kicking off and



          8      making the public aware at that annual meeting in



          9      2016 of the plan, had a significant public



         10      involvement process.  Several of our staff attended



         11      some of the public meetings.  I did not personally.



         12                My next knowledge of really the plan was



         13      when they set it up early this year.  They set up a



         14      plan that was, as I understand it, substantively the



         15      same as the plan we have today, that I am required



         16      to review the plan and make sure it complies with



         17      state law and a number of other requirements before



         18      we kick off the public process.



         19                In reviewing it, I found a number of



         20      things that needed to be clarified, you know, just



         21      written in a more clear way.  And so we did provide



         22      the GMD with some input in terms of how to make the



         23      plan just be written more clearly.  They took that



         24      input and ultimately rewrote the plan, again to be



         25      more clear.  I also directed staff to assist the GMD
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          1      to make sure that the control provisions would



          2      accomplish the goal, and you will hear more about



          3      that as we go forward today.



          4                So ultimately then the plan as it is



          5      before us today was sent to me for review and then



          6      we have the process since then.



          7                So this hearing process then was formally



          8      initiated in June, when I found the proposed plan



          9      submitted by GMD4 was acceptable for consideration.



         10      As part of the hearing process, it was necessary to



         11      hold an initial hearing to resolve three factual



         12      matters to determine -- one, to determine if one or



         13      more of the circumstances identified in K.S.A.



         14      82a-1036 existed; two, whether it was in the public



         15      interest to adopt one or more corrective controls;



         16      and, three, whether the geographic boundaries were



         17      reasonable.



         18                I delegated the authority to preside over



         19      the initial hearing to Ms. Connie Owen.  Ms. Owen



         20      held this initial hearing on August 23 in Colby and



         21      issued findings on September 23.  Ms. Owen's



         22      findings were favorable on all three required issues



         23      and as required by K.S.A. 82a-1041(b) and (c), I am



         24      holding this second hearing on the proposed



         25      management plan.
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          1                I would note for the record, and to



          2      provide additional background on our hearing



          3      procedures today, that on October 10 we received a



          4      notice of intervention and a motion for continuance



          5      by attorney David Traster on behalf of the group of



          6      intervenors.  The Liner [phon] motion sought to



          7      delay this hearing.  Additional pleadings were filed



          8      on October 27.



          9                On October 31, I conducted a prehearing



         10      conference to allow for discussion of the hearing



         11      procedures for today and on the motions filed.  On



         12      November 6 -- I am sorry, on November 1 and



         13      November 6th, I issued orders of decisions related



         14      to these motions and November 6 I issued a



         15      prehearing order to outline the procedures we will



         16      use for today's hearing.  All of these pleadings and



         17      orders have been posted on the department's website.



         18                So let me discuss the procedures for



         19      today's hearing then.  As outlined in my prehearing



         20      order, today's hearing will be divided into two



         21      phases.  First, we will hold the formal phase of the



         22      hearing.  The formal phase of the hearing will



         23      consist of testimony and questions presented by



         24      those parties that have requested to participate in



         25      this portion of the hearing.  Those parties are
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          1      Groundwater District No. 4, the Division of Water



          2      Resources and the Intervenors.  And each of these



          3      parties is represented here by legal counsel.



          4                The public will not participate in the



          5      formal portion of the hearing.  Testimony in this



          6      formal portion will be presented by the parties in



          7      the following order.  Number 1, GMD4; Number 2, the



          8      Division of Water Resources; and Number 3, the



          9      Intervenors represented by David Traster.



         10                During this formal phase of the hearing,



         11      the parties may present their testimony and call



         12      witnesses to present testimony.  The other parties



         13      will be allowed to cross-examine or ask clarifying



         14      questions of all witnesses, once they complete their



         15      testimony.  I may also ask questions of each of the



         16      witnesses at any time during the proceedings.



         17                While I will not be allowing the public to



         18      participate in cross-examining witnesses, you are



         19      free to provide your comments or questions on that



         20      testimony or on any testimony provided here today in



         21      the informal phase or written comments provided



         22      after the hearing within the time period that we



         23      will allow.



         24                Again, as noted in my prehearing order, I



         25      will not be strictly applying the rule of evidence
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          1      in these proceedings, but I expect all



          2      cross-examination to bear some reasonable



          3      relationship to the testimony presented by each



          4      witness.



          5                Overall, my purpose here is to ensure that



          6      each party has the fullest opportunity to be heard



          7      and to present evidence for the record.



          8                So following the formal phase of the



          9      hearing, we will probably take a break at that point



         10      and then we will proceed to the informal phase of



         11      the hearing.  During this phase, the public will be



         12      allowed to comment on the GMD's proposal.  Public



         13      comments may be made by any member of the public



         14      including water right owners, businesses,



         15      organizations or anyone that wishes to place a



         16      comment on the record.



         17                Prior to starting the informal phase, I



         18      will again ask that anyone who wishes to comment



         19      would put their name and the organization they



         20      represent, if any, on the sign-in sheets located by



         21      the door.  I will then call for those comments in



         22      the order they appear on the sign-in sheets.



         23                Again, during the informal phase of the



         24      hearing, I may ask clarifying questions of anyone



         25      who provides comments to ensure that we have a
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          1      complete record.



          2                As outlined in my prehearing order the



          3      parties, after I have asked my clarifying questions,



          4      may also ask clarifying questions.  However, such



          5      questions shall not constitute formal



          6      cross-examination or an attempt to undermine



          7      someone's comments.



          8                So while you may not be a party here



          9      represented by legal counsel, I want you each to



         10      know that your comments will be carefully considered



         11      as I seek to decide this matter pursuant to statute.



         12                If anyone wishes to respond to a question



         13      in writing following the hearing, they will be



         14      allowed to do so.  You may also provide your



         15      testimony or comment in a written form.  These may



         16      include rebuttal testimony based on anything you



         17      heard today.  I will accept written comments here



         18      today or you can mail that testimony to Ronda Hutton



         19      at the Kansas Department of Agriculture, 1320



         20      Research Park Drive, Manhattan, Kansas 66502.



         21                The deadline for submitting the testimony



         22      is Tuesday, December 12, 2017.  It must be



         23      postmarked by this date.  There is also an



         24      information sheet with further instructions located



         25      by the door.  So the dates and the address for the
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          1      testimony are on that information sheet.  Written



          2      comments will be compiled and posted on DWR's



          3      website for public review.  Prior to today's



          4      hearing, comments have already been submitted.



          5      These comments will be made part of the record and



          6      posted on DWR's website, along with any comments



          7      received today and prior to December 12th.



          8                So I guess -- does anybody have comments



          9      on the procedures for the hearing before we start



         10      the formal stage?



         11                MR. TRASTER:  I am wondering -- harvest



         12      is --



         13                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Oh, yes.  Can



         14      you -- thank you.



         15                MR. TRASTER:  Harvest is ongoing and there



         16      may be people who might want to make comments and



         17      leave.  Others may want to stay and listen to the



         18      whole thing.  We could be tomorrow before we get to



         19      the public comment.  And I am just -- a suggestion.



         20      It is not -- would it make sense to have at least



         21      some people be given the opportunity to make their



         22      comments so that they can get back out in the field



         23      or do whatever they want?  Obviously they can stay



         24      and listen, maybe have comments afterwards.  I maybe



         25      should have brought this up before, but it just
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          1      occurred to me today.  It is up to you.  Thank you.



          2                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



          3      Thank you.  So again, as I outlined, we are going to



          4      have a formal phase that probably will last -- it is



          5      hard to know at this juncture, but it certainly



          6      could last through the morning, easily.  I guess if



          7      there is a member of the public who wishes to make a



          8      statement, an oral statement, I guess -- you know,



          9      we could go to an informal stage at any point, pause



         10      the formal phase and go to the informal stage if



         11      somebody needs to make a comment.  So if you wish to



         12      make an oral statement, please -- I tell you what,



         13      Chris Beightel, raise your hand.  If you wish to



         14      make a formal statement on the record today, an oral



         15      statement on the record, and you have to leave,



         16      let Chris know and he will let me know and we will



         17      find a way to accommodate you, okay, at any point.



         18      All right?



         19                MR. BEIGHTEL:  I will stand back there.



         20                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Well, this



         21      could happen later in the morning.  Okay, that is



         22      good.  Of course, again, everyone is free to provide



         23      a written statement before December 12th as well.



         24                Any other questions before we get started?



         25      All right.  Seeing none, we will go ahead and then
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          1      start the formal phase of this hearing.



          2                As a preliminary matter, I have pre-filed



          3      testimony that I received from GMD4 and from the



          4      Division of Water Resources, which we again have



          5      posted on our website.  To the extent they are not



          6      presented here today, they are incorporated into the



          7      record of these proceedings.  These have already



          8      been marked by the court reporter as Exhibits A and



          9      B.



         10                (Marked Exhibit A, Exhibit B.)



         11                Since this hearing may only be held



         12      following an initial hearing, I am incorporating the



         13      record from the initial hearing conducted on



         14      August 23, 2017 into this record, the complete



         15      record from that hearing into this hearing.  These



         16      have already been marked by the court reporter as



         17      Exhibit C.



         18                (Marked Exhibit C.)



         19                I would also like to remind everyone for



         20      this hearing that it is being transcribed by a court



         21      reporter, Ms. Elaine Shogren.  If you are giving



         22      oral testimony today, we will ask you to come



         23      forward, the witnesses will come forward to this



         24      because here during the formal stage, just to my



         25      left.
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          1                When we are in the informal stage, the



          2      public will come to the podium just in front of me.



          3                We would ask that you speak clearly enough



          4      so she hears you.  If she cannot understand your



          5      comments, she will interrupt and ask you to repeat



          6      those so they can be accurately recorded.



          7                Before you make your comments or give



          8      testimony, Ms. Bailey (sic) will place you under



          9      oath.  You will be asked to state your name and



         10      address before testifying.  And please remember



         11      that, you know, we need obviously only one person



         12      speaking at a time.



         13                Finally, please remember that the primary



         14      purpose of this hearing is to determine whether the



         15      local enhanced management plan with the corrective



         16      control provisions proposed by GMD4 should be



         17      adopted.



         18                If the district-wide LEMAs adopt it, it



         19      will result in additional restrictions to use



         20      currently authorized from the underlying base rights



         21      within the proposed LEMA boundary.  And these



         22      restrictions will vary according to the rate of



         23      decline by township within GMD4.



         24                This decision must be supported by the



         25      record of these proceedings.  It is appropriate to



�



                                                                    16





          1      provide testimony regarding groundwater conditions,



          2      the management plan's sufficiency to deal with these



          3      conditions or any other topics you believe are



          4      relevant to the criteria set forth in K.S.A.



          5      82a-1041 and to my ultimate decision whether or not



          6      to approve the district-wide LEMA.



          7                All right.  With these preliminaries



          8      completed, before I commence with the formal phase



          9      I would again ask if anyone has questions on our



         10      proceedings today?  Okay.



         11                With that, I would now call upon Adam



         12      Dees, attorney for GMD4, to come forward and to call



         13      his witnesses.



         14                MR. DEES:  Chief Engineer, I am Adam Dees.



         15      I represent the Northwest Kansas Groundwater



         16      District -- Management District No. 4.  And in the



         17      spirit of having a more informal hearing, we are



         18      going to have Ray Luhman testify.  He is going to



         19      give his presentation and then I believe Mr. Traster



         20      will have an opportunity to ask him questions.



         21                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         22      Very good.  Ray, if you could come to the because.



         23                For those testifying, these mics



         24      apparently -- I tried to put it on my lapel, but it



         25      did not work.  You really pretty much have to have
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          1      the mic -- you have to hold it in your hand and put



          2      it right next to your mouth.  That is not true for



          3      the public for this mic, but for the lapel mics you



          4      pretty much have to have it in your mouth.



          5                MR. DEES:  And just briefly, we had



          6      submitted -- or GMD has submitted written testimony



          7      that I believe has already been recorded on the



          8      website.  But we have copies for the intervenors,



          9      for DWR, for the Chief Engineer and counsel, for the



         10      court reporter.  These copies also include the



         11      various citations and articles that support the



         12      written testimony.  If I can approach?



         13                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Certainly.



         14                MR. TRASTER:  What exhibit is this?  How



         15      is it marked, is this A?



         16                UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  D, as in dog.



         17                MR. TRASTER:  Okay.



         18                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Just a second



         19      here.  Adam, is this Exhibit A then, the pre-filed



         20      testimony that we have already marked as Exhibit A,



         21      or is this something different?



         22                MR. DEES:  It is Exhibit A, although it --



         23      in Exhibit A, we had referenced varying articles and



         24      publications and those types of things.  This



         25      includes all of those references that are not
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          1      submitted but are in testimony.



          2                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  So do you want



          3      us to replace Exhibit A or make it Exhibit D?



          4                MR. DEES:  It is whatever is most



          5      convenient for you guys.



          6                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.  If



          7      it is okay with you, I would like to replace it as



          8      Exhibit A.  It is just a more complete version; is



          9      that correct?



         10                MR. DEES:  That is correct.  We can



         11      replace it or we can --



         12                MR. TRASTER:  However you want to do it is



         13      fine with me.



         14                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.  We



         15      will call this Exhibit A then, this fuller version.



         16                MR. DEES:  Thank you.



         17                    TESTIMONY OF RAY LUHMAN



         18                My name is Ray Luhman.  I am the manager



         19      at Northwest Kansas Groundwater District No. 4.  I



         20      am going to present this testimony that has been



         21      approved by the board of directors of GMD4, and I



         22      will go through it briefly.  I am definitely not



         23      going to read the whole thing.



         24                As we go through the testimony -- I have



         25      got to get my glasses here.  Basically, you know, we
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          1      started out that -- we said we are submitting this



          2      testimony in support of the Chief Engineer finding



          3      that our proposed local enhanced management area



          4      with one modification will conserve water and



          5      educate water users on further conservation methods



          6      to extend the life of the Ogallala Aquifer in



          7      Northwest Kansas.



          8                GMD4 provides a short history of the Water



          9      Appropriation Act, Groundwater District Act, the



         10      LEMA Act and previous actions taken in this



         11      proceeding, then we restate our goal.  Lastly, GMD4



         12      shows how our corrective control measures should



         13      reach the goal in this case.



         14                Basically then we go through a brief



         15      history of the Kansas Water Appropriation Act.  We



         16      go through additionally some history on the



         17      formation of the Groundwater Management District



         18      Act.  And then -- so I am not really going to go



         19      through that.  I think that is fairly common



         20      knowledge.



         21                One thing I do want to bring out then was



         22      in 2012, the Kansas Legislature passed a local



         23      enhanced management area statute, K.S.A. 82a-1041.



         24      Any LEMA is a creature of that statute.  This



         25      statute allows the GMDs to address groundwater
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          1      declines and other conditions of concern through



          2      management plans that include specific goals and



          3      corrective control procedures while being consistent



          4      with state law.



          5                This local autonomy over the management



          6      plan distinguishes LEMAs from (inaudible).  It needs



          7      to be stated that, you know, a LEMA is basically --



          8      we present our plan, the Chief Engineer can review



          9      and look at that plan, but he cannot change that



         10      plan in any way that is more restrictive than what



         11      we propose.



         12                The history of these proceedings.  On



         13      June 7th, Jim Defore [phon] submitted a revised LEMA



         14      proposal to the Chief Engineer.  Before submitting



         15      that proposed LEMA, GMD4 held four public meetings



         16      in Colby, Goodland, Hoxie and St. Francis and had



         17      multiple board meetings with many interested people



         18      attending over a two-and-a-half-year period between



         19      January of 2015 and June of 2017 to discuss the



         20      proposal.  This represents significant public



         21      involvement in the process that resulted in a



         22      locally-developed and locally-requested plan.



         23                Additionally, GMD4 had previously



         24      presented a more restrictive program, had an



         25      additional four meetings.  Public acceptance of that
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          1      program was less positive and, therefore, the board



          2      rejected that program.



          3                On June 27th, the DWR and Chief Engineer



          4      found that on its face, the proposal met the



          5      threshold requirements of 1041 and initiated these



          6      proceedings.



          7                The determination on whether the proposal



          8      met the K.S.A. 1041 threshold was not a final



          9      determination, but an initial determination that the



         10      proposal warranted further review, input,



         11      investigation, testimony and consideration.



         12                To begin that review, the Chief Engineer



         13      delegated his authority on the first hearing to



         14      Independent Hearing Officer Constance C. Owen to



         15      conduct that initial hearing.  Notice of that



         16      hearing was given as required by K.S.A. 82a-1041.



         17                On August 23rd, Ms. Owen, the Hearing



         18      Officer, conducted the initial hearing.  As David



         19      previously stated, that could cover just three main



         20      questions.  Those were whether or not the boundaries



         21      were reasonable, whether or not it was in the public



         22      interest to institute corrective control measures



         23      and -- let's see, what is the other one?  Well, I



         24      have lost it.  The third one is -- well, I will



         25      look.  But, anyway, it is in the testimony.  I got
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          1      it, but I forgot it.



          2                Anyway, based on that hearing she found



          3      that that -- that the proposal met the initial



          4      hearing bar.  And on September 23rd of 2017, she



          5      issued her initial order concluding that the



          6      proposal satisfied those three initial requirements.



          7                Basically we go through some additional



          8      information on Ms. Owen's findings on that, which I



          9      won't go through here now.



         10                When the LEMA process comes from the local



         11      board of directors and the corrective control



         12      provisions have been requested from that process are



         13      consistent with state law, then the public interest



         14      of the K.S.A. 82a-1020 has been satisfied.



         15                In any event, GMD4 provided the water



         16      users information very early in the discussions on



         17      the district-wide LEMA.  The evidence provided the



         18      water users showed that adopting any corrective



         19      control provisions of water use would also extend



         20      the life of the regional aquifer.



         21                A web page was created to keep the process



         22      available to the public and was updated regularly by



         23      GMD4's staff.  Beginning in January of 2015, the



         24      process was covered by at least 28 board meetings,



         25      many of which were attended by members of the
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          1      public, and the board did listen to comments that



          2      were given at those meetings.



          3                Basically we go through that the



          4      corrective control measures should reach the LEMA



          5      goal.  One of the goals of the LEMA is improved



          6      management of water and not to exceed irrigating 1.7



          7      million acre-foot over a five-year period of time.



          8                Through that process, you know, we feel



          9      that the proposals that we have made will reach this



         10      goal and, therefore, we should go forward with



         11      those.



         12                Some basic information on the corrective



         13      control measures is basically we went in and it was



         14      kind of a two-tiered process.  We, first of all,



         15      went in and used Kansas Geological Survey section



         16      level data, which I think Brownie will cover here in



         17      a little bit.  But basically that section level data



         18      establishes a bedrock elevation and a water table



         19      elevation for the center of every section in the



         20      district.



         21                We looked at that data for the period of



         22      2004 through 2015 and established an annual decline



         23      rate for each section in the district.  Then at that



         24      time, we coalesced the sections into the legal



         25      townships, six-by-six sections, and came up with an
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          1      average annual decline rate for every township



          2      within the district.



          3                Those townships were then ranked from no



          4      decline, zero to .5 percent decline, .5 percent to



          5      one percent decline, one to two percent decline, and



          6      then greater than two percent decline.  Those



          7      townships then were set in these categories.



          8                Then we went into the Natural Resources



          9      Conservation Service irrigation requirements for



         10      corn for our area, and we zoned out our district



         11      from east to west, basically setting two zones per



         12      county.  I interpolated the net irrigation



         13      requirement figures to the western edge of each one



         14      of the boundaries that are in the district.



         15                Then at that time, depending on which zone



         16      they fell in and what the decline status of the



         17      townships were, we then assigned an amount of water



         18      on an acre-inch-per-acre basis.  The acreage was



         19      determined from the Division of Water Resources WRIS



         20      system, Water Rights Information System, of reported



         21      acres.  And I believe we used 2009 through 2015.



         22                The reason that we started with 2009 was



         23      the fact that that is the first year that all water



         24      use in Groundwater District 4 was metered and we



         25      ended at '15 because that was the last data
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          1      available at the time we were putting together this



          2      plan.



          3                Based on that, then we assigned an amount



          4      for each water right in the district and then



          5      converted that into an acre-foot amount for each



          6      water holder.  It needs to -- also one thing we did



          7      was for some of the more heavy users, we said that



          8      we will not decrease anyone more than 25 percent



          9      except for those that are going to be decreased down



         10      to a maximum of 18 inches.  In the areas of the



         11      district that will have corrective control measures



         12      provided, there will be no pumpage over an average



         13      of 18 inches per acre.



         14                So we will -- it is our contention that



         15      this LEMA proposal does have the effect of



         16      establishing or identifying aquifer subunits.



         17      Although it is district-wide, by using the decline



         18      status for each township it does differentiate



         19      between areas that have little or no decline and



         20      areas that have high decline.  And from that



         21      standpoint, I believe that we do look at local



         22      aquifer subunits.



         23                Each allocation for irrigation will be a



         24      total five-year amount.  There is not any annual



         25      inches-per-acre requirement or anything.  It is just
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          1      a total five-year quantity of water that the



          2      individuals can use as they see fit, as long as they



          3      do not over-pump their water right.



          4                If, in fact, an individual wants to



          5      possibly over-pump that water right, we have a



          6      multi-year flex account available or those water



          7      rights can negotiate with the Division of Water



          8      Resources on a water conservation area.



          9                After completing this calculation, about



         10      65 percent of the wells or well groups slated for



         11      LEMA allocations will have a LEMA allocation that is



         12      less than their combined diversions from 2009



         13      through 2015.



         14                Now, this is an area that we do want to



         15      request that a modification be made in our regional



         16      proposal.  For the non-irrigation use type, the GMD



         17      board requests that the following language modify



         18      the stock water portion of the proposed LEMA



         19      modification for two reasons.



         20                First, the total acres allocated for stock



         21      water usage in GMD4 is less than 0.5 percent of the



         22      total appropriations.  Secondly, the animal feeding



         23      and dairies represent a significant market for our



         24      local crops and the GMD board reasoned that animal



         25      feeding and dairies should not be unduly restricted.
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          1                The GMD board will still encourage



          2      livestock and poultry operations to only use



          3      90 percent of the amount they are allocated.  The



          4      proposed modifications read, in Part 2(a), livestock



          5      and poultry use will be encouraged to maintain their



          6      use at 90 percent of the said amount provided by



          7      K.A.R. 5-3-22 based on the maximum amounts



          8      reportable by the number of animals authorized by



          9      current facility permit.  Again, at no time will a



         10      stock water right be authorized to pump more than



         11      its authorized quantity.



         12                Part 2(d), we would request that that be



         13      converted [sic] to read, "When converting from



         14      irrigation to non-irrigation use, the base water



         15      right will be converted under the procedures in



         16      K.A.R. 5-5-9, 5-10, or any Groundwater Management



         17      District regulation.  And the appropriate



         18      non-irrigation, the locally enhanced management area



         19      allocation will apply as found in Section 2 for the



         20      remainder of the LEMA.  Parts 2(b), 2(c) and 2(e) of



         21      the proposal would remain the same.



         22                Again, let me restate our thoughts that



         23      there really doesn't need to be any additional



         24      restrictions and we don't think we want to restrict



         25      water use to our animal feeding and dairies.
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          1                As we get further into this, we have



          2      proposed an appeal process whereby people who



          3      believe that their acre allocations have been not



          4      figured correctly will be able to meet with GMD



          5      staff to see if the situation can be rectified.  And



          6      then if they cannot come to an agreement with the



          7      staff, they can bring their appeal to the entire



          8      Groundwater District 4 board.



          9                We did this just to make sure that there



         10      weren't any discrepancies in the irrigated acres.



         11      And this appeals process is an effort by GMD4 to



         12      make sure that the allocations are correctly set.



         13                Okay.  We go into violations.  In our



         14      proposal this time, we just note that they will be



         15      consistent with the violations section of the



         16      Sheridan 6 LEMA.  Also as an attachment to today's



         17      testimony, we do have the entire proposal attached



         18      to that, so there is more detail as far as the



         19      violations in our proposal.



         20                One thing that we have added was that --



         21      it concerns meter tampering.  And we say if a



         22      preponderance of evidence suggests that actions have



         23      been taken to remove or alter the meter's ability to



         24      accurately measure flow, the offending water right



         25      will be suspended for a period of five years and any
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          1      remaining LEMA allocation will be lost.  And that is



          2      probably about all the detail I was going to give on



          3      that.



          4                Economic viability.  We have had several



          5      studies done, mainly by Dr. Bill Golden at Kansas



          6      State University.  Most of his studies have focused



          7      on the Sheridan 6 LEMA, where he has found, at least



          8      in the first four years that he has studied, that



          9      cash flow and profitability within that LEMA, which



         10      by the way has a significantly lower allocation than



         11      what we are proposing in the district-wide, have



         12      remained pretty much the same as their peer group



         13      around the outside of that.



         14                A previous study done by Dr. Golden and



         15      then Peterson and O'Brien, which was the potential



         16      economic impact of water use changes in Northwest



         17      Kansas was done in 2008.  It was a very large study.



         18      But one of the main issues that was brought out in



         19      that is that if you are going to reduce water use in



         20      an area, the absolute worst thing you can do is



         21      dried-up acres, which use of a reverse order of



         22      priority system would do.



         23                He maintains and shows that keeping the



         24      most acres wet is the best way to institute



         25      corrective control measures, and that was one of the
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          1      overriding plans or overriding things that the board



          2      found out when we were doing this proposal.



          3                I guess about the end of this is,



          4      furthermore, this proposal does not contain any



          5      restrictions that are below the average water needs



          6      for corn.  And most of the wells or groups of wells



          7      have allocations at or above the 80-percent chance



          8      NIR for corn.



          9                Lastly, the greatest restriction,



         10      25 percent, is well within the zero reduction to



         11      30-percent reduction language as contemplated by the



         12      Golden reports.  And we feel that we can maintain



         13      economic viability in the area with this proposal.



         14                In conclusion, we contend that the Chief



         15      Engineer should adopt Hearing Officer Owen's order



         16      on initial requirements on the Groundwater



         17      Management District-Wide LEMA and incorporate it



         18      into the Chief Engineer's order.  Two, that the



         19      Chief Engineer should issue an order of decision



         20      accepting the proposal with the modifications and,



         21      in turn, the proposal with modifications to GMD4 for



         22      approval.  And on approval by GMD4, the Chief



         23      Engineer should issue an order of designation



         24      designating all of GMD4 as a LEMA and implementing



         25      the modified corrective controls within the proposal
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          1      and as described above.



          2                With that, I will stand for questions.



          3                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Mr. Dees, do



          4      you have any questions for Mr. Luhman?



          5                MR. DEES:  If you have got questions,



          6      Chief Engineer, you can go first.



          7                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Well, I tell



          8      you what, I would like the parties to go.  And if



          9      the parties don't clarify things, I can ask my



         10      questions.



         11                DIRECT EXAMINATION OF MR. LUHMAN



         12      BY MR. DEES:



         13   Q  Really quickly, Ray, just to refresh your



         14      recollection a little bit.  On Ms. Owen's order, was



         15      the third finding that there was a need for



         16      corrective controls?



         17   A  We had declining water tables.



         18   Q  Okay.



         19   A  Yeah, we had declining tables.  That was the third



         20      one.



         21   Q  Okay.



         22   A  Good catch.



         23   Q  And it appears that you and the Division of Water



         24      Resources have worked fairly extensively on creating



         25      this plan and, for lack of a better term, massaging



�



                                                                    32





          1      it and getting it into shape; is that correct?



          2   A  Well, you know, I wouldn't necessarily put it that



          3      way in the fact that the plan has been pretty much



          4      entirely developed by the Groundwater Management



          5      District board.  We have had some conversations with



          6      the Division of Water Resources about legalities and



          7      that type of thing, but the proposal itself has been



          8      done by staff and the board.



          9   Q  Okay.  But you believe that the GMD4 and the



         10      Division of Water Resources can effectively monitor



         11      and enforce this plan to meet the corrective control



         12      provisions?



         13   A  Yeah, I do.  And that is maybe one thing I left out



         14      is the fact that, you know, through this proposal we



         15      will turn over the enforcement to the Division of



         16      Water Resources.  We have sent our initial



         17      spreadsheet to them that has the allocations.  And



         18      it is kind of a dynamic sheet, but it is now in the



         19      hands of the Division of Water Resources.  There is



         20      a site where you can plug in your water right number



         21      and get your allocation.  It is on their website.



         22   Q  Okay.  And that relationship, you assume, is going



         23      to continue?



         24   A  I would hope so.



         25   Q  That is good.  Really quickly.  By using the decline
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          1      rate at the township level to determine the LEMA



          2      allocations, does that reward water users that have



          3      conserved water in the past?



          4   A  You know, that was kind of an issue -- you know, I



          5      don't know if it is really germane, but one of the



          6      earlier plans that we had looked at actually was



          7      looking at each individual water right in the



          8      district, saying how much have you pumped and how



          9      much of a restriction should you take.



         10                I don't remember the year, but the Kansas



         11      Legislature has put language in several places in



         12      state law that says if you are looking at doing some



         13      sort of conservation cutbacks, that you have to take



         14      into account previous conservation requirements.



         15                So from that standpoint, we could see



         16      early on that each individual that might have a



         17      allocation given to them was probably going to claim



         18      that they were conserving, whether they were or not.



         19      But, you know, you could see with 3,600 wells, that



         20      was going to be quite an extensive process.



         21                So we did go back and we just decided to



         22      go across the board with an allocation based on



         23      their irrigated acres and we did not take into



         24      account cropping type or anything like that.  It was



         25      just based on acres.
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          1                I need to further state that this proposal



          2      does not apply to vested rights either.  I forgot to



          3      bring that up.



          4   Q  Okay.  But how does it reward users who have



          5      conserved in the past?



          6   A  Well, I think in several ways.  Well, I know in



          7      certain ways people that have been conserving water,



          8      you know, doing it just because they can conserve or



          9      because their well capacities have backed off,



         10      actually could receive allocations under this



         11      proposal that is in excess of what they have been



         12      pumping.  So I think -- you know, from that



         13      standpoint I think they were not further knocked



         14      down because of the conservation efforts.



         15   Q  Okay.  And then real quickly, can you explain one



         16      more time to me how and why the corrective control



         17      measures are going to reach the goals of additional



         18      education and that 1.7 million acre-feet?



         19   A  Well, basically on the additional education, as you



         20      can see from the map, there are some very large



         21      areas -- or not large, but there is a very



         22      significant area of the Groundwater Management



         23      District that will not have LEMA allocations



         24      assigned to them because they are in low decline



         25      areas.
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          1                I maintain that people in those areas



          2      probably have a large incentive to maintain their



          3      status in that blue or green township so that if, in



          4      fact, in five years they decide to go through with



          5      another LEMA process that they are not targeted.



          6                As far as meeting the 1.7 million



          7      acre-foot over five years, what I did on that was I



          8      just did a calculation of all of the water users and



          9      said, okay, if you pumped -- the average amount you



         10      have pumped or the LEMA quantity, whichever is



         11      more -- or whichever is less, what will that total



         12      come up to.



         13   Q  Okay.  And that total is under the 1.7 million



         14      acre-feet?



         15   A  Yes, it was.



         16   Q  Okay.  And then -- I know that, you know, there is a



         17      limited ability for us to project in the future what



         18      could happen in subsequent LEMA iterations of this



         19      site.



         20   A  Uh-huh.



         21   Q  But is there a provision in this LEMA that would --



         22      that encourages future groundwater management boards



         23      to reward or --



         24   A  There is -- you know, and I need to make that clear



         25      is the fact that this LEMA as proposed is not one
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          1      that can be extended or anything like that.  It is



          2      proposed for a flat five-year period.  If, in fact,



          3      in that sixth year or during that time that the



          4      people in charge at that time want to do it again,



          5      we have to go through this whole process.



          6                One thing in our proposal was that if this



          7      would happen, that the board of directors at that



          8      time would consider up to a 10 percent carryover of



          9      anything left in the existing LEMA accounts.



         10                MR. DEES:  Thank you, Chief Engineer.



         11                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         12      Mr. Traster, I will go ahead and take your questions



         13      next.



         14                MR. TRASTER:  I thought the Division was



         15      going first.



         16                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         17      That is fine.  We can do that.



         18                MR. TRASTER:  I am happy to do whatever.



         19                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Either way.



         20      Mr. Oleen, do you have any questions?



         21                MR. OLEEN:  No questions for the DWR.



         22                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         23      Mr. Traster.



         24                MR. TRASTER:  Thank you.



         25                 CROSS EXAMINATION OF RAY LUHMAN
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          1      BY MR. TRASTER:



          2   Q  Will you give us a little background?  And, by the



          3      way, my name is David Traster.  We have met before.



          4   A  Right.



          5   Q  I am a lawyer from Wichita.



          6   A  Right.



          7   Q  How long have you been at GMD?  How long have you



          8      been employed there?



          9   A  Since 1979.  Which is, what, 37, 38 years, something



         10      like that.



         11   Q  1979?



         12   A  Right.



         13   Q  And what has your role been at the GMD?



         14   A  I was originally hired as the assistant manager



         15      field coordinator on February 1st, 1979, and I



         16      remained in that position up until 2015 when I was



         17      promoted to manager.



         18   Q  When Wayne retired?



         19   A  No.  Actually when Wayne retired, we had an interim



         20      man -- or not an interim manager, but we had another



         21      manager hired at that time.  And then she moved away



         22      and I took that position.



         23   Q  Okay.  So when did Wayne retire, if you recall?  I



         24      mean, how long was she [sic] there?



         25   A  I think Wayne retired in 2014, I think.
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          1   Q  All right.



          2   A  That is fine.



          3   Q  Would you agree that conservation -- everybody wants



          4      to conserve water?



          5   A  Right.



          6   Q  I mean that is a given, right?



          7   A  Uh-huh.



          8   Q  I mean there isn't any controversy about that,



          9      right?



         10   A  Right.



         11   Q  You testified that you submitted this plan to the



         12      Chief Engineer for approval on June 8th and then



         13      that you made a minor modification, correct?



         14   A  We have not made that minor modification.  We are



         15      requesting that through this hearing.



         16   Q  I see.  So the minor modification, when was that --



         17      you submitted that to the DWR for review and



         18      approval; is that --



         19   A  No.  We thought we would do this through this



         20      hearing process.



         21   Q  Okay.  So the minor modification has not been



         22      reviewed according to the three steps that take



         23      place in the LEMA process where the Chief



         24      Engineer --



         25   A  Oh, are you talking about the first hearing?  No.
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          1   Q  No.  I am talking about the initial review that he



          2      makes to cover those five or six points.



          3   A  No, it would not have been.



          4   Q  Okay.  But it is being submitted.  Is the plan that



          5      you are asking him to approve --



          6   A  Uh-huh.



          7   Q  -- is it -- has the board formally amended it?



          8   A  I don't know if they have formally amended it.  Now,



          9      they have formally adopted the proposed change in



         10      the stock water use.  And so they have not modified



         11      the plan per -- you know, to-date.  Again, we are



         12      requesting that through this process.



         13   Q  Sure.  I am trying to get to technically, you know,



         14      whether it has been -- the plan has been amended.  I



         15      mean, the Chief Engineer has four options under the



         16      statute:  He can approve it as written; he can send



         17      it back and disprove it; he can send it back with a



         18      few comments; or he can say, hey, start over.  He



         19      has four options.



         20   A  Yeah.  But through the hearing process, there is a



         21      provision in there that the Groundwater Management



         22      District can or may -- or can request revisions



         23      through the hearing process.  He can consider those



         24      and return them to the district.  Either he accepts



         25      them or doesn't.
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          1   Q  Sure.



          2   A  But if he does, he can return them to the district.



          3   Q  Well, I am not suggesting that he can or can't.  All



          4      I am just trying to make sure is I understand what



          5      the Chief Engineer can do with this order --



          6   A  Right.



          7   Q  -- and, you know, sort of what that amendment is for



          8      and what it does and how it works so that I -- I



          9      mean, which one of those four options is going to



         10      be -- I mean -- I guess what I am asking you to say



         11      definitively is the plan as submitted, has it been



         12      amended or not?  I mean, they have adopted this --



         13   A  No, it has not.



         14   Q  So he could adopt it without the amendment --



         15   A  Yes.



         16   Q  -- and we would be done?



         17   A  Supposedly, yes.



         18   Q  Okay.  Under that first option, right?



         19   A  Uh-huh.



         20   Q  But you want him to amend it, correct?



         21   A  Yes.



         22   Q  And the board has approved the amendment?



         23   A  Yes.



         24   Q  Okay.  And can you explain in a little more detail



         25      what that amendment does, what it is for?
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          1   A  Basically the -- I think the proposal as submitted



          2      stated that stock water used would be restricted to



          3      a given amount -- let me see if I can find that.



          4                The plan as proposed said that livestock



          5      and poultry use will be restricted to 76 percent of



          6      the quantity of water deemed to be reasonable for



          7      livestock and poultry provided by K.A.R. 5-3-22 in



          8      townships with greater than two percent average



          9      annual decline and 85 percent of that said amount in



         10      townships with average annual declines between one



         11      and two percent based on the maximum head



         12      supportable by a feedlot per head in effect on



         13      December 1st, 2015.



         14   Q  So the plan as it was submitted cut back --



         15   A  Well, it will put restrictions on -- it would put



         16      restrictions on stock water, yeah.



         17   Q  Right.  And it would put restrictions on stock water



         18      that were different than the restrictions on



         19      irrigation rights, correct?



         20   A  Yes, yeah.



         21   Q  And so that was the plan as submitted.  But what is



         22      the amendment you are asking for today?



         23   A  Okay.  What we are asking for now is that that be



         24      modified to the Part 2A, which we would say



         25      livestock and poultry use will be encouraged to
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          1      maintain their use of 90 percent of the said amount



          2      provided by 5-3-22 based on the maximum amount



          3      supportable by the number of animals authorized by a



          4      current facility permit.



          5                And then, again, there was -- a



          6      modification was proposed in Part 2(d), whereby we



          7      would say that the conversions from that -- if you



          8      are going to convert irrigation over stock water,



          9      that we use the current state regulations rather



         10      than -- I think our original proposal said that it



         11      would have to be held back to the LEMA quantity was



         12      the maximum that could be converted.



         13   Q  So under the original proposal which the Chief



         14      Engineer could adopt --



         15   A  Uh-huh.



         16   Q  -- a water right that is for stock water --



         17   A  Uh-huh.



         18   Q  So a water right that is for irrigation, that is



         19      changed to a water right for stock water during this



         20      process -- during the LEMA --



         21   A  Uh-huh.



         22   Q  -- would be -- would be permanently set at this



         23      lower level, at the lower level in the --



         24   A  Through that conversion process, yes.



         25   Q  Right.  And so would you say that this doesn't
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          1      really affect these water rights, existing water



          2      rights, it would affect water rights that were



          3      changed from irrigation to stock water during the



          4      LEMA?



          5   A  Yeah.  That is as proposed, yes.



          6   Q  That is what?



          7   A  That is as proposed, yes.



          8   Q  As proposed.  But you are asking that that be --



          9   A  Be done away with.



         10   Q  Okay.  So I guess what I am -- what you are asking



         11      the Chief Engineer to do or what you are asking him



         12      not to do is approve it as submitted; you are asking



         13      him to submit it back to you for --



         14   A  Yeah --



         15   Q  -- because the plan -- let me finish.



         16   A  Okay.



         17   Q  The plan has not been amended?



         18   A  Right.



         19   Q  We can agree?



         20   A  Right.



         21   Q  And so if he is going to make this adoption, he



         22      doesn't get to do -- approve it as written, he has



         23      to come back under the third or fourth option set



         24      out in the statute, resubmit it back to the GMD for



         25      the plan to be amended, correct?
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          1   A  Right, yeah.  And if he adopts --



          2   Q  That is all right.  I got it.



          3   A  Okay.  You got it?



          4   Q  I got it.  Thanks.



          5   A  Okay.



          6   Q  You indicated that you had not had any -- that you



          7      developed the plan.  And by "you", I mean the GMD,



          8      the board and staff working together.  And I have



          9      been able to review very briefly your minutes over



         10      the last couple of years and see that there has been



         11      quite a bit of discussion about it, so I understand



         12      what you are saying.



         13                What was the genesis of this plan?  Why



         14      did you start?  I mean --



         15   A  Basically back -- let's see, in -- I don't know if I



         16      have got that note with me.  I think it was back in



         17      early 2015, the board of directors have -- really at



         18      the urging of some of the general public that was at



         19      one of our board meetings stated, you guys need to



         20      have a goal statement.  And so basically we started



         21      to work on a goal statement.



         22                And at that time -- and I am probably not



         23      going to get it all right, but at that time we



         24      adopted a goal statement that said by 2016, I think,



         25      that we would have in place a district-wide -- some
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          1      sort of program that would decrease water use and



          2      would increase the conservation of the area.  I



          3      don't have --



          4   Q  I understand.



          5   A  But that is kind of where the process started at



          6      that time.



          7   Q  Well, you testified, though, that there was a



          8      previous plan --



          9   A  Yes.



         10   Q  -- that was rejected?  Was that before or after



         11      2015?



         12   A  That was after that.



         13   Q  That was after --



         14   A  -- after the goal statement.



         15   Q  I see.



         16   A  And -- basically I do have a map on that, but it is



         17      not that one.  But anyway, we had taken that first



         18      out to a series of public meetings also in Hoxie,



         19      Colby, Goodland and St. Francis.  And although there



         20      was some support for that, it was not as strong as



         21      we would have hoped and we went back to the drawing



         22      board.



         23   Q  So when were those meetings, roughly?  I mean, what



         24      month in 2015, if you recall?



         25   A  It seemed like they were -- I am thinking they were
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          1      in December, but I don't know for sure.  I would



          2      have to look.



          3   Q  That is fine.  And when were the public meetings,



          4      those four public meetings on this plan, when were



          5      they held?



          6   A  They were held about this time last year, I believe.



          7   Q  So August?



          8   A  Well, no, it would have been, I believe, later in



          9      the year.



         10   Q  All right.  Well -- so was it during harvest?



         11   A  No.  No, it was not.



         12   Q  Okay.  So you had those public meetings a year ago,



         13      roughly?



         14   A  Roughly.  Right, uh-huh.



         15   Q  Was the plan formulated at that time?



         16   A  The plan had been formulated or had been put



         17      together by the board and was presented to the



         18      public at that time.



         19   Q  I see.  So the complete plan with all terms and all



         20      of its conditions -- I mean, I guess there were some



         21      minor modifications clarifying amendments that were



         22      along -- after that.  So the public had access and



         23      had copies of the plan that is in the draft form at



         24      that time?



         25   A  Not really, in the fact that the plan that we took
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          1      to the public on that second round of public



          2      meetings probably was slightly more restrictive than



          3      the final plan.  And the reason for that was we went



          4      back in and did some additional -- looked at the



          5      data, whereby we took out the sections that had 15



          6      foot or less of saturated thickness out of the



          7      calculations, re-ran the calculations and came up



          8      with a map that was less restrictive, especially



          9      around the fringes of the district.



         10   Q  Okay.  But my question is whether or not there was a



         11      draft plan that was actually submitted and available



         12      to the public during those meetings or did you



         13      simply describe it to the public in the meetings?



         14   A  I probably just described it, although the plan did



         15      exist and was a public record, so it was available.



         16   Q  But was it readily available?  Was it on the



         17      website?



         18   A  I don't -- I don't know if it was at that time.  It



         19      may have not gone on the website until we made the



         20      proposal to the Division.



         21   Q  Okay.  So when you say "it may not have been", I



         22      mean, it wasn't -- is it fair to say it was not on



         23      the --



         24   A  I don't know.



         25   Q  Let me finish.  It was not on the website until it
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          1      was submitted to the district -- to the DWR?



          2   A  I can't tell you that for sure.  I truly don't know.



          3      If I was over at the office, I could tell you.



          4   Q  And that is absolutely a perfectly good answer.  "I



          5      don't know" is fine.



          6   A  Okay.



          7   Q  I will accept that every day.



          8   A  Okay.



          9   Q  I don't want you to tell me anything you don't know.



         10      Okay?



         11   A  Okay.



         12   Q  I don't want you to guess.  So would it be fair -- I



         13      am asking you, would it be fair to say that the plan



         14      as drafted, the written detailed step-by-step plan,



         15      was placed on the website at about the time it was



         16      submitted to -- in the time frame, within weeks of



         17      the time it was submitted to the Chief Engineer?



         18   A  Yes.  Yes, I would say that.



         19   Q  And so it was available to the public if they had



         20      filed an open records request?



         21   A  Yes.



         22   Q  But it wasn't readily accessible without doing that



         23      before sometime around in June, maybe late May



         24      of 2017?



         25   A  Yes.
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          1   Q  Okay.  In your testimony you spend some time talking



          2      about the -- your written testimony, this idea that



          3      it meets the public interest.  And I was confused by



          4      that section because I didn't understand what point



          5      you were making.



          6                Can you tell me what point you were trying



          7      to make with your -- the section of your -- I am



          8      looking at Exhibit A, I think.



          9                MR. TRASTER:  Is that what we said?



         10                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Yes, Exhibit A.



         11      And what page of the testimony?



         12                MR. TRASTER:  I am looking here.



         13   Q  (BY MR. TRASTER)  Page 4 of 45 has a section here



         14      where it talks about the public interest.  And I



         15      think you testified -- well, on Page 5 of 45 it



         16      talks about the public interest as set out in



         17      82a-1020.



         18   A  Uh-huh.



         19   Q  What was your point in this --



         20   A  Basically we at least referenced in this testimony



         21      the follow-up testimony that we gave in conjunction



         22      with the first hearing.  And in that process, I had



         23      a rather large excerpt from the Groundwater



         24      Management District management plan that deals with



         25      the public interest.  And I think, you know, through
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          1      the preparation of this, maybe that got left out.



          2                But basically what we maintain is by our



          3      management program, this -- you know, this proposal



          4      will meet the public interest as defined by our



          5      management plan.



          6   Q  Okay.  But you are also testifying here that it



          7      meets the public interest as defined by 82a-1020,



          8      correct?



          9   A  Yes, sir.



         10   Q  And 82a-1020, what is that?  What does that say?



         11      And just for your -- your recollection.  I don't --



         12      I have got it here, I know what it says, so I



         13      am -- but what is your --



         14   A  I don't really even find it.



         15   Q  That is all right.  So the public -- 82a-1020, you



         16      would agree with me, is the first section in the



         17      Groundwater Management District plan?



         18   A  Oh, okay.  Right.



         19   Q  And it sets out the basic Kansas public policy with



         20      respect to the establishment of a groundwater



         21      management district; does it not?



         22   A  Right.



         23   Q  And we would all agree that basic Kansas public



         24      policy -- let me back up.  Strike that.



         25                It is in the public interest, we agreed at
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          1      the beginning of my cross-examination, that



          2      conserving water is in the public interest?



          3   A  Right.



          4   Q  All right.  But there are other things that are in



          5      the public interest too, right?



          6   A  Yeah.  I would assume so, yes.



          7   Q  So, for instance, 82a-1020 says it is the policy of



          8      this act to preserve the basic water use doctrine;



          9      does it not?



         10   A  Yes, it does.



         11   Q  And it says that groundwater management districts



         12      are to -- that local water users get to determine



         13      their own destiny insofar as it does not conflict



         14      with the basic laws and policies of the state of



         15      Kansas, correct?



         16   A  Right.



         17   Q  So there are other -- are you -- you have been at



         18      the GMD since 1979 --



         19   A  Yes, sir.



         20   Q  -- and you have read the Water Appropriation Act?



         21   A  Right.



         22   Q  Several times, I bet, in that time?



         23   A  Right.



         24   Q  You know that the Water Appropriation Act is



         25      referred to in the Groundwater Management District
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          1      Act several times, right?



          2   A  Right.



          3   Q  For instance, the district powers include the



          4      ability to propose regulations that the Chief



          5      Engineer then adopts that are applied only within



          6      the Groundwater Management District, correct?



          7   A  Yes, sir.



          8   Q  And that provision, K.S.A. 82a-1028 Subsection O



          9      requires that the regulations implement the



         10      provisions of the groundwater -- or of the Water



         11      Appropriation Act, correct?  Subsection O clear at



         12      the bottom.



         13   A  Yeah, I have got it.  So, yeah, I agree.



         14   Q  Okay.  And in addition, the statute -- the



         15      Groundwater Management District Act in 82a-1029 says



         16      that before you can undertake a management program



         17      you have to -- before you can undertake active



         18      management you have to propose a management program



         19      and the Chief Engineer has to review and approve it,



         20      right?



         21   A  That is correct.



         22   Q  And in 1977, the GMD proposed a management plan and



         23      it was approved, correct?



         24   A  Yeah.  I think they even proposed one before that,



         25      but I don't know that for a fact because I know --
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          1   Q  Okay.  Well, the ones that were produced, the



          2      earliest one you have produced so far is the 1977



          3      one.



          4   A  Okay.



          5   Q  So that is the one I am going with.



          6   A  Okay.



          7   Q  At least by 1977, you had -- the district had -- and



          8      this was before you were there, obviously.



          9   A  Right.



         10   Q  But there was a management program that had been



         11      approved by the Chief Engineer in place at that



         12      time, right?



         13   A  Yes, sir.



         14   Q  And that provision, 82a-1029, says that the



         15      management program can only be approved if the Chief



         16      Engineer finds that it is compatible with the Water



         17      Appropriation Act, correct?



         18   A  Yes.  It has got to be consistent with state law.



         19   Q  Right.  So in 1978, the legislature enacted the



         20      IGUCA statute, right?



         21   A  I think that is when it was, yes, sir.



         22   Q  And this is sort of -- the LEMA is sort of the baby



         23      brother of an IGUCA, wouldn't you say?  I mean, it



         24      is --



         25   A  Well, it may be the other way around.  But, yeah,
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          1      they are definitely related.



          2   Q  Okay.  Well, what do you mean by "the other way



          3      around"?



          4   A  Because the IGUCA statute existed for many years



          5      before the LEMA statute was passed.



          6   Q  Okay.  Well, you are supposed to listen to what I



          7      meant, not what I said.



          8   A  Oh, okay.



          9   Q  So the LEMA statute is the baby brother --



         10   A  Right.



         11   Q  -- of IGUCA?



         12   A  I would agree with that.



         13   Q  All right.  And the LEMA statute has many of the



         14      provisions of the IGUCA statute copyrighted, doesn't



         15      it?



         16   A  Yes, sir, it does.



         17   Q  And the LEMA statute is -- the legislature said this



         18      amends the Groundwater Management District Act; in



         19      other words, it gets included in the overall



         20      Groundwater Management District Act?



         21   A  Uh-huh.



         22   Q  So the control provisions that are authorized by



         23      both the LEMA statute and the IGUCA statute include,



         24      among other things -- close to the district's new



         25      appropriations?
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          1   A  Uh-huh.



          2   Q  That has already virtually been done, right?



          3   A  Right.  Yes, that has been done.



          4   Q  So one of the options is to determine the total



          5      permissible withdrawal of groundwater within the



          6      LEMA.  And you are suggesting 1.7 million acre-feet



          7      be the total?



          8   A  That is the goal statement, yes, sir.



          9   Q  Okay.  But it also says that it is supposed to be



         10      apportioned, insofar as possible -- I want to get



         11      this right -- insofar as may reasonably be done,



         12      apportion the permissible withdrawal in the area in



         13      accordance with relative dates of priority, correct?



         14   A  Yes, that is what it says.



         15   Q  And that is not what you did here, is it?



         16   A  No.  But Paragraph 3 right after that, because it



         17      does not say that the Chief Engineer has to do those



         18      things.  It says it should include that.



         19                Paragraph 3 right after that says reducing



         20      the permissible withdrawal of groundwater by anyone



         21      or more appropriators thereof or by the wells in the



         22      Local Enhanced Management Area.



         23   Q  So you are relying on this third option?



         24   A  Yes.



         25   Q  Reducing the permissible withdrawal of groundwater
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          1      by anyone or more appropriators thereof or by wells.



          2                So are you saying, in essence, that this



          3      amends or changes the prior appropriation doctrine



          4      that is set out in -- I mean, you don't -- you know



          5      what the prior appropriation doctrine is and how it



          6      is applied?



          7   A  Right, uh-huh.



          8   Q  And that would be pretty devastating really to have



          9      the prior appropriation doctrine apply strictly in



         10      the district; would it not?



         11   A  Yes, it would.



         12   Q  Now, let's just take off as a little bit of aside on



         13      that.  You said something about a study that was



         14      done that you need to keep everything wet?



         15   A  Yes.



         16   Q  Tell me about that.



         17   A  Okay.  Just a brief overview on that is basically



         18      Dr. Bill Golden and others back in -- it was



         19      sometime back in -- before we came up with the



         20      Sheridan 6 LEMA had done a study that said what is



         21      the impact to the local value-added economy due to



         22      reduced -- or water right reductions or water use



         23      reductions in Northwest Kansas.



         24                And he -- it is a thick study.  But,



         25      anyway, he went through -- he had several different
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          1      scenarios that he outlined on that.  And basically



          2      we met with him several times as the board had



          3      questions of him and as he worked his way through



          4      that.



          5                But one of the principles in that was



          6      that, you know, the absolute worst way, whether it



          7      was through KREP [sic] or whether through a reversal



          8      of priority or buying out water rights, the worst



          9      thing you could do to affect the local value-added



         10      economy was to dry up acres.



         11   Q  So that is more of an economic issue than it is a



         12      concern about how land is farmed?



         13   A  Yeah.  Yeah.



         14   Q  Okay.



         15   A  Yeah.  That was basically an economic study, yes,



         16      sir.



         17   Q  Sure.  Okay.  All right.  I think I understand that.



         18      You would agree with me that the prior appropriation



         19      doctrine is a key element of the Kansas Water



         20      Appropriation Act, right?



         21   A  Yes.



         22   Q  It also says that -- are you familiar with K.S.A.



         23      82a-707(b) that says that the priority of every



         24      water right and not the purpose of use determines



         25      the right to divert user water?
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          1   A  Yes.



          2   Q  And so what this is is that -- that you don't get to



          3      decide -- you don't get to allocate water based on



          4      the idea that it is either stock watering or



          5      municipal or irrigation, but you have to follow the



          6      prior appropriation doctrine?



          7   A  Yeah.



          8   Q  And you are not doing that here?



          9   A  No, we are not.



         10   Q  And the reason you are not doing that here is



         11      because of that third option that you mentioned?



         12   A  Yes.



         13   Q  Okay.  But you come back to the public interest



         14      being -- implementing -- you are trying to implement



         15      the public policy statement in 82a-1029, which says



         16      preserve the basic water use doctrine, which



         17      includes the prior appropriation act, right?



         18   A  Yes.



         19   Q  Okay.  It is also true, is it not, that water



         20      right -- the water appropriation right is a real



         21      property right, correct?



         22   A  Well, to a certain extent, yes.



         23   Q  It either is or it is not.



         24   A  Then it is not.



         25   Q  It is not a real property right?
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          1   A  I would contend -- and this is just me personally,



          2      but I but content that any certificate of



          3      appropriation issued after safe yield was reached



          4      in -- in any part of the High Plains Aquifer is not



          5      an actual water right because it is not sustainable.



          6   Q  Okay.  So you know how water appropriation rights



          7      are created, right?



          8   A  Yes.



          9   Q  Somebody files an application?



         10   A  Uh-huh.



         11   Q  And if it is in the GMD, then the GMD reviews and



         12      approves -- reviews that water right and makes a



         13      recommendation to the Chief Engineer?



         14   A  Yes.



         15   Q  It is submitted to the Chief Engineer.  The Chief



         16      Engineer then submits it for review to the board and



         17      they make the recommendation back to the Chief



         18      Engineer?



         19   A  Right.



         20   Q  And the Chief Engineer then either issues the permit



         21      or he does not?



         22   A  Correct.



         23   Q  And when he issues that permit, he has to make



         24      certain findings; does he not?



         25   A  Yes, he does.
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          1   Q  He has to make a finding that it is in the public



          2      interest, right?



          3   A  Yes.



          4   Q  He has to make a finding that the quantity is



          5      reasonable, right?



          6   A  Yes.



          7   Q  He has to make a finding that it is not going to



          8      impair existing rights, right?



          9   A  He is supposed to.



         10   Q  So are you saying that he issues permits without



         11      making that finding?



         12   A  He could.



         13   Q  How could he do that?



         14   A  I don't know.



         15   Q  Can you give me a specific instance where he issued



         16      a permit in GMD4 without making a determination that



         17      didn't impair?



         18   A  Not -- not a specific one.  But there are plenty of



         19      them out there, you know, especially back when we



         20      had the quarter-mile well spacing days.  I will



         21      guarantee you, there is a lot of those wells that



         22      cannot sit in there and exist a quarter mile apart



         23      and not impair one other.  But that was a different



         24      administration, a different time, a different



         25      philosophy.
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          1   Q  Sure.  But that -- I mean, the Chief Engineer has



          2      established policies and procedures for how he is



          3      going to make those determinations, right?



          4   A  Yeah.  And they have evolved and they are much



          5      better today than they were in the old days, you



          6      know, I will tell you that.  Because we used to --



          7      even locally, we had regulations that we thought



          8      covered impairment, but it was just more or less a



          9      blanket regulation.  I think now in today's day,



         10      TICE [phon] equations are used, all kinds of



         11      calculations are used to make those possible



         12      impairment determinations.  So I am not really



         13      saying that they are doing that today, but it has



         14      been done.



         15   Q  Sure.  So those determinations that it is not going



         16      to impair is a perspective of looking into the



         17      future --



         18   A  Right --



         19   Q  -- of we don't think this is going to impair



         20      someone, correct?



         21   A  Uh-huh, right.



         22   Q  When the aquifer was full, early in its development,



         23      did quarter-mile spacings cause impairment?



         24   A  Probably not.



         25   Q  So it was after the aquifer started to be drawn down
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          1      that you started to see the possibility that a



          2      quarter-mile spacing for a new appropriation right



          3      could possibly impair another one?



          4   A  Right.



          5   Q  And there could be impairment based on -- from older



          6      water rights that had been issued previously because



          7      the spacing was too narrow, correct?



          8   A  Correct.



          9   Q  But at the time, there was no -- the Chief Engineer



         10      had to have found that impairment is not likely to



         11      occur, right?



         12   A  I think you are right.



         13   Q  In any event, the Chief Engineer, when he issues a



         14      permit, makes a determination about the potential



         15      impairment, right?



         16   A  Yes.



         17   Q  And one way he makes that determination is to make



         18      sure that the well spacing is adequate?



         19   A  Right.



         20   Q  I am going to come back to what I think you said;



         21      and that is, that the Chief -- were you suggesting



         22      that the Chief Engineer has issued permits in the



         23      GMD in the past where -- that he didn't make a



         24      finding that it would not impair other water rights?



         25   A  I don't know.  You know, that is hard to say.  I
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          1      don't think that that is the case today.  But I do



          2      believe that in the past there were water right



          3      applications that were approved that -- at least



          4      given today's way of thinking, that are causing



          5      impairment.



          6   Q  That is really not the question though, is it, Ray?



          7   A  Well, I don't know.  What did you ask me?



          8   Q  And maybe that's my fault.  I am perfectly willing



          9      to accept the idea that I didn't ask a very good



         10      question.



         11                The act requires him to make that finding,



         12      does it not, the finding that there is not -- that



         13      it won't impair existing rights?  I mean, that is



         14      one of the findings he has to make?



         15   A  Yes, it does.



         16   Q  All right.  And it is a prospective -- it is a



         17      finding based on what he knows that day; is that



         18      right?



         19   A  Yeah, I agree with that.



         20   Q  Circumstances change and maybe there is impairment



         21      now, but at the time he didn't believe there to



         22      be --



         23   A  Given the knowledge that we had in those days, you



         24      are probably right, yes.



         25   Q  Okay.  I am probably right or I am right?



�



                                                                    64





          1   A  Yeah, probably.



          2   Q  Okay.  You are going to make this hard on me.  All



          3      right.  So the Chief Engineer issues this permit, he



          4      makes these several findings --



          5   A  Right.



          6   Q  -- set out in the statute?  And then once the permit



          7      is issued, at least today you can -- before 1978



          8      you could drill a well and you didn't need a permit?



          9   A  Right, that is correct.



         10   Q  But in order to establish a water right, you had to



         11      get a permit?



         12   A  Right.



         13   Q  So you apply, he makes the findings, he issues the



         14      permit, then what happens?



         15   A  Basically it goes through a perfection period,



         16      typically five years.  It couldn't be extended



         17      beyond that.  But then, you know, at the end of that



         18      perfection period then the state audits your water



         19      right and bases the final certificate on the maximum



         20      amount of water that you have used during that



         21      period of record.



         22   Q  Limited by the amount issued in the permit, right?



         23   A  Yeah.



         24   Q  So if you had a water right that allowed you to use



         25      a hundred acre-feet, you could use up to a hundred
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          1      acre-feet, but if you only used 90 that is all --



          2      that is the quantity on the certificate, right?



          3   A  Right, yeah.  Like I say, it was based on your



          4      maximum year of pumpage that was within the terms,



          5      limits and conditions of your water right



          6      application.



          7   Q  So a water appropriation right is defined as -- you



          8      are familiar -- well, you have already said you are



          9      familiar with this Water Appropriation Act.  But a



         10      water appropriation right is a water right that was



         11      created during -- using the process that we just



         12      discussed, right?



         13   A  Yes.



         14   Q  And it gives the ability to divert a definite --



         15      from a definite supply, a specific quantity at a



         16      specific rate, correct?



         17   A  Yes.



         18   Q  And then once it is perfected, it is -- that



         19      quantity is set out in the certificate, right?



         20   A  Yes.



         21   Q  And a water appropriation right is a water right as



         22      defined in the statute, correct?



         23   A  Yes.



         24   Q  And the statute defines a water right as a real



         25      property right, correct?
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          1   A  Through the use of the water.



          2   Q  It is a permit to use the water; it is not -- you



          3      don't own the water?



          4   A  Right.



          5   Q  But you own a water appropriation right, which



          6      itself is a real property right, right?



          7   A  To the use of the water, yes.



          8   Q  Okay.  So when we look back at 82a-1020, the opening



          9      section of the Groundwater Management District Act,



         10      and we look at what the public policy in Kansas is,



         11      we are looking at water rights as real property



         12      rights and the whole of the GMD Act requires that it



         13      be -- that we preserve the basic water use doctrine



         14      and it doesn't conflict -- and nothing in the GMD



         15      Act conflicts with the basic laws and policies of



         16      the state of Kansas, correct?



         17   A  Yes.



         18   Q  I need to see if I can get this fired back up.



         19                Mr. Luhman, I am going to direct your



         20      attention to the screen here.  Is that document that



         21      is on the screen familiar to you?



         22   A  Yes, it is.  That would be the map that went in with



         23      the LEMA proposal.



         24   Q  Went in what?



         25   A  Went in with the LEMA proposal.
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          1   Q  And it is in Exhibit A, correct?



          2   A  I think that is what they labeled it.



          3   Q  So it is Attachment 1 on Page 24 of 45 of



          4      Exhibit A; is that a fair statement?



          5   A  I think so, yes.



          6   Q  All right.  Now, you testified that these



          7      percentages or these reductions were based on an



          8      analysis of each township, right?



          9   A  Yes, sir.



         10   Q  And you also testified, if I heard correctly, that



         11      you looked at the net irrigation requirement for



         12      corn in each township and based the yellow townships



         13      on the 50 percent net irrigation requirement and the



         14      red townships on the -- excuse me, yellow on 80



         15      percent net irrigation requirement, red on the



         16      50 percent?



         17   A  Yeah.  Now, I didn't do that for each -- because you



         18      misunderstood.  I didn't do that for each township.



         19      I set the zones that you can see -- they don't show



         20      up too good on that map.  But basically each county



         21      was split from north to south into two zones.  And



         22      so that net irrigation requirement applied to every



         23      township that was in that portion of the county.  Do



         24      you see what I am saying?



         25   Q  I think I do, but I want to make sure.
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          1   A  Okay.



          2   Q  So you used the net irrigation requirement to set



          3      from -- for each county.  There is a net irrigation



          4      requirement in the DWR regs for each county, right?



          5   A  Right.  But basically I used the NRCS, national



          6      engineering handbook, which is the same data.



          7   Q  That is where the net irrigation requirement in the



          8      regulation comes from, right?



          9   A  Yes, sir.



         10   Q  So --



         11   A  But just to be clear, it was by county and it wasn't



         12      by township.  We did it --



         13   Q  Okay, good.  Thank you for clarifying that.  So --



         14      but there is a net irrigation requirement, whether



         15      it is an 80 percent or a 50 percent net irrigation



         16      requirement, for each county, but you have split



         17      each county into two zones?



         18   A  Yes.



         19   Q  And the zone to the west is different than the zone



         20      to the east?



         21   A  Yes.



         22   Q  And I think I heard you say that you base the net



         23      irrigation requirement on the western --



         24   A  Yeah.  What I did was took the county net irrigation



         25      requirements -- you know, each county has got one.
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          1      I centered that on the center of that county.  And



          2      then based on distances between each one, I



          3      interpolated an amount for the western edge of each



          4      zone.



          5   Q  Is the net irrigation requirement in the irrigation



          6      guide different than the net irrigation requirement



          7      in DWR regs?



          8   A  No.  No, it is not.  But what I did was I was



          9      setting two zones per county.  Basically I was



         10      interpolating figures as we went onto the west.  I



         11      don't think you will find anything in there that is



         12      less than the value for that county.



         13   Q  All right.  Well -- so the western county is



         14      basically Zone 1 -- or Zone 2 on that map, right?



         15   A  Right.



         16   Q  And that is Sherman County?



         17   A  Yes, sir.  1 and 2 would be Sherman.  3 and 4,



         18      Thomas.  5 and 6, Sheridan and the associated



         19      counties north and south and then --



         20   Q  Sure.  So Zone 2 says that the net irrigation



         21      requirement -- or the yellow townships in Zone 2 use



         22      the net irrigation requirement 50 percent chance



         23      rainfall of 15.7, right?



         24   A  That would be the 80 percent, not the -- that would



         25      be the 80 percent.
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          1   Q  Thank you.  I am having trouble with this, keeping



          2      this straight.  But it is 15.7 percent --



          3   A  Right.



          4   Q  -- in Sherman County?



          5   A  Right.



          6   Q  And so you basically used the net irrigation



          7      requirement for the eastern zone in each county and



          8      increased it a little bit for the western --



          9   A  Yeah.  Basically, yeah.



         10   Q  I wanted to understand what you did here.



         11   A  Yeah.



         12   Q  I am not challenging you.  I just -- when I look at



         13      the net irrigation requirements in the regs, it is



         14      the eastern zone in each county that you used?



         15   A  Right, yeah.  Because what I did would have been,



         16      through that interpolated value, set it for the



         17      maximum value at the western boundary of that zone.



         18   Q  I got you.



         19   A  So if in a county -- the county average would have



         20      been that for the eastern zone in each county.



         21   Q  You kind of confused me when you said something



         22      about western and I wanted to get that cleared up.



         23                One of the things I don't understand about



         24      this map is why you want a district-wide LEMA when



         25      you are not imposing any requirements or limitations
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          1      on anything in the green or blue areas.



          2   A  Basically our philosophy on that is there will be



          3      the additional monitoring requirements as far as



          4      what you have to do if your meter goes down, that



          5      type of thing.



          6                And then, of course, the meter tampering



          7      policy would apply to every -- everywhere in the



          8      district.  I agree that there are no cutbacks in



          9      allotments, but the other provisions of the LEMA



         10      request would apply to those areas.



         11   Q  But doesn't DWR have a pretty robust meter --



         12   A  I think this is more robust than DWR's.



         13   Q  Is it?  Okay.  Thank you.  That helps me understand



         14      what you are doing here.



         15   A  Okay.



         16   Q  All right.  Back to the net irrigation requirement.



         17      What did you say -- you were telling us that the net



         18      irrigation requirement is going to allow, what?  I



         19      mean, why -- I mean, the reasonable quantity --



         20      regulations for reasonable quantity of water that



         21      can be used for irrigation in this district is



         22      one and a half acre-feet per acre, right?



         23   A  That is correct.



         24   Q  And these are generally -- 18 inches is --



         25   A  18 inches is --
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          1   Q  And so in the yellow and red, it is --



          2   A  Less.



          3   Q  -- less?



          4   A  Right.



          5   Q  But you said that somehow that the net irrigation



          6      requirement allows you to grow corn -- still grow



          7      corn --



          8   A  Basically -- and it gets confusing.  But basically



          9      there are two main values that are set by the NRCS



         10      for these net irrigation requirements.  There is a



         11      50 percent chance rainfall net irrigation



         12      requirement and an 80 percent chance rainfall



         13      irrigation requirement.



         14                The 50 percent said that that is enough



         15      water to irrigate corn five out of 10 years, with



         16      the rainfall that you get five out of 10 years.  So



         17      that is 50 percent of the time.



         18                The 80 percent chance value, which is



         19      higher, says that is enough water to irrigate corn



         20      eight out of 10 years.  So it still does not take



         21      into account the two -- you know, the two supposed



         22      drought years, but that is -- that is the way those



         23      figures are set.



         24   Q  But it is a net irrigation requirement -- it is the



         25      quantity of water that is needed to grow the crop
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          1      over and above rainfall, correct?



          2   A  Yes.  Yeah, that would be the combination of



          3      rainfall and irrigation water.



          4   Q  So if there is a net irrigation requirement, there



          5      is also a gross irrigation requirement?



          6   A  Yes, there is.



          7   Q  And the gross irrigation requirement takes into



          8      account irrigation efficiency, does it not?



          9   A  Irrigation application efficiency, yes.



         10   Q  So in order to actually be able to grow the same



         11      amount of corn on the same tract of land, you would



         12      have to have at least normal rainfall, and the two



         13      drought years, you wouldn't be able to grow corn?



         14   A  Right.



         15   Q  You apply in Zone 1, 16.1 or 14.5 inches, but you



         16      would have to apply it at a hundred percent of



         17      efficiency to get the same result, wouldn't you?



         18   A  That is correct, yeah.



         19   Q  So it doesn't -- I mean, is irrigation a --



         20   A  No, it is probably -- a lot of the newer systems are



         21      probably at least approaching 95 percent.



         22   Q  Okay.  So --



         23   A  And that is irrigation application efficiency.



         24   Q  So if I am a farmer and I want to grow corn, I am



         25      going to be -- that five percent --
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          1   A  You are going to be five percent short.



          2   Q  Well, not necessarily.  I am going to have some



          3      rainfall, so it is a little less than five.  But if



          4      I don't have a brand new system --



          5   A  It doesn't have to be a new system.  It is just



          6      basically if you have got a good nozzle package and



          7      are applying -- which, frankly, most of our folks up



          8      here do.



          9   Q  All right.  And so --



         10   A  You know, I think I can jump forward on this.



         11      Basically we are saying that the producer has to eat



         12      the irrigation application efficiency loss.



         13   Q  Okay.  But that is not what you testified to when



         14      you were giving your main testimony, is it?



         15   A  I think -- let's see, what did I say?  I don't know.



         16      I will have to go back and look, but probably not.



         17   Q  Okay.



         18   A  Okay.



         19   Q  What did you tell them at the public meetings?



         20   A  At the public meetings?  Basically that there would



         21      be -- you know, that --



         22   Q  Did you tell them that they are going to have to



         23      upgrade their systems and they are going to have



         24      to -- and if they can't get a hundred percent



         25      efficiency, they are going to have to use less
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          1      water?



          2   A  I don't --



          3   Q  Did you tell them that, Mr. Luhman?



          4   A  I don't remember, sir.



          5   Q  Okay.  That is fine.  I just need to know.  And so



          6      were those meetings recorded?



          7   A  No, they weren't recorded.  You know, the comments



          8      and -- you know, basically what we did was ran kind



          9      of a question and answer setup and basically we took



         10      down questions and that type of thing from them.



         11   Q  Well, you probably made a presentation; you told



         12      them what was going to happen, right?



         13   A  Right.



         14   Q  So you outlined the procedure, even though they



         15      didn't have a copy of it or have access to a copy of



         16      it, you told them what was going to happen, the



         17      basics?



         18   A  Basically, yes.



         19   Q  Sure.  All right.  One of the factors that was



         20      considered in the first hearing is -- one or more of



         21      the circumstances that was present in that was



         22      whether or not groundwater tables are declining?



         23   A  Yes.



         24   Q  And the Hearing Officer found that water tables are



         25      declining?
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          1   A  Yes, sir.



          2   Q  Not a controversial finding, is it?



          3   A  No.



          4   Q  But didn't DWR promulgate a regulation for the



          5      Groundwater Management District in 1983 that talked



          6      about plan depletion?



          7   A  I think there was a plan depletion either regulation



          8      or policy back at that time, yes, sir.



          9   Q  Okay.  So back in 1983, K.A.R. 5-24-2 was titled



         10      "Plan Depletion."



         11   A  Okay.



         12   Q  And it was based on the idea of a two percent per



         13      year reduction in the water table at that time,



         14      right?



         15   A  Yes.



         16   Q  And before that, there wasn't a formal plan



         17      depletion policy --



         18   A  Before that, we just --



         19                (Talking over each other.)



         20   Q  (BY MR. TRASTER)  Let me put it in question and



         21      answer --



         22   A  Okay.



         23   Q  I am not trying to cut you off, but she can't take



         24      down -- if she is like every other court reporter,



         25      she doesn't like to have to take down when two of us
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          1      are talking at the same time.  I am not trying to be



          2      rude or difficult, but -- it is her, not me.



          3   A  Oh, okay.



          4   Q  Anyway, in 1983 the GMD asked the DWR to issue a



          5      regulation calling for a plan depletion of the



          6      aquifer at the rate of two percent per year, right?



          7   A  Yes.



          8   Q  And that regulation was adopted?



          9   A  Yes.



         10   Q  And in 1987 or so, they reduced that to one percent,



         11      right?



         12   A  Yes.



         13   Q  And in 1991, they reduced it to safe yield or



         14      sustainable yield, however -- whatever language you



         15      want to use?



         16   A  Yes.



         17   Q  It is the calculated amount of recharge.  So since



         18      1991, all new permits have been based on the



         19      calculated recharge available in a two-mile radius



         20      circle around the proposed point of diversion?



         21   A  Yes.



         22   Q  So prior to 1983 there wasn't a plan depletion



         23      policy, right?



         24   A  No.  It was just well spacing at that time.



         25   Q  Right.  And so -- but the Water Appropriation Act
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          1      specifically says that new water rights can be



          2      granted even though they might deplete the aquifer,



          3      correct?



          4   A  I think it does.



          5   Q  Okay.  If that is 82a-711 and 711(a), is that --



          6   A  It sounds good to me.



          7   Q  Okay.  So any water right with a priority date



          8      before 1991, there has been a finding that it is in



          9      the public interest to allow that water right to be



         10      granted at either two percent or more, or after '83



         11      two percent, and after '86 or '87, one percent,



         12      correct?



         13   A  Yes.



         14   Q  So it is not surprising that Ms. Owen would find



         15      that there has been a decline in the water table



         16      because that was the policy for many years, right?



         17   A  Yes.



         18   Q  And if allowed -- I mean, most of the water rights



         19      were granted under that two percent per year or



         20      earlier, '83 or earlier.  I mean, the vast majority



         21      were already granted when the Groundwater Management



         22      District was formed in the first place?



         23   A  Yeah, you are right.



         24   Q  And so of course it has declined because there is a



         25      plan depletion policy in place and that is the
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          1      public policy in the state of Kansas, right?



          2   A  It was at that time, yes, sir.



          3   Q  Well, it still is because 7-11 and 7-11(a) haven't



          4      been amended, have they?



          5   A  No, but the -- I guess what I am saying is the



          6      development criteria have changed over time.



          7   Q  Sure.  And will likely settle.  I mean, as we have



          8      grown more, the regulations have tightened down.  We



          9      have just been through that from two percent to one



         10      percent to a calculated recharge and now you can't



         11      get a new water right in GMD4 unless you can meet



         12      some very specific requirements, right?



         13   A  Yes.



         14   Q  You mentioned that the district -- that the --



         15   A  Can we --



         16   Q  We can take a break.  It is the Chief Engineer's



         17      prerogative.  But if you need to take a break, tell



         18      him and depending on whether he likes you or not, he



         19      might let you have a break.



         20                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Mr. Traster, do



         21      you have any sense of how much longer your questions



         22      are going to go?



         23                MR. TRASTER:  Yeah.  It is going to be a



         24      while.



         25                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  It is going to
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          1      be a while?



          2                MR. TRASTER:  Yes.



          3                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Well, I will



          4      want to take a break about 11:00, if not before.



          5                MR. TRASTER:  I have no idea what time it



          6      is, so if we need to take a break --



          7                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  It is 10 to



          8      11:00 now.  So if we are not going to complete him



          9      before a break, then I think maybe we ought to take



         10      a break.  So why don't we do that.  We will take a



         11      break until 11:00 and then we will reconvene.



         12                (Recess taken at 10:45 a.m.  Resumed at



         13      10:57 a.m.)



         14                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  We will go back



         15      on the record while Mr. Luhman is finding his seat.



         16                So what we will do here, we will let this



         17      continue until 11:45.  At 11:45, we will take a



         18      break from the formal phase.  And if you need to --



         19      and we will take public comments, basically.  If you



         20      need to leave before our lunch break, I would like



         21      to provide opportunities for public comment starting



         22      at 11:45 and we will go through everyone who needs



         23      to testify before the lunch break.



         24                So if you want to be one of those persons,



         25      you need to go and talk to Chris and he will make a
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          1      list of those who need to testify before our lunch



          2      break.  Again, I will make sure that if you are here



          3      today and you want to make a public comment, that



          4      you have an opportunity to do that before the day is



          5      out.  We can switch back and forth as is necessary



          6      to accommodate this.  And we can continue this into



          7      tomorrow, if we need to as well.  I am hoping we can



          8      get through it today.



          9                So with that, Mr. Traster, you can



         10      continue.  Again, if you need to make a comment,



         11      talk to Chris and we will take your comments at



         12      11:45.



         13   Q  (BY MR. TRASTER)  Mr. Luhman, we are back on the



         14      record.  You understand that you are still under



         15      oath?



         16   A  Yes, yeah.



         17   Q  You have provided through your attorney a number of



         18      documents pursuant to my request; have you not?



         19   A  Yes.



         20   Q  And some of the documents I requested I haven't



         21      received yet, right?



         22   A  I don't know.  I thought you had all --



         23   Q  Well, I will tell you.  Some of the documents that I



         24      have asked for, I haven't received yet.



         25   A  Okay.
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          1   Q  And some of them, I haven't received in the format I



          2      needed them.  In other words, I was looking for



          3      formats like spreadsheets and I don't have those.



          4      And that is not a criticism at all, because we



          5      are -- we have been working under some pretty tight



          6      time frames.  But I am just saying that I haven't



          7      seen all the documents that I -- even the documents



          8      that I have got, I haven't had time to really look



          9      at.



         10                So in some respects -- I am really trying



         11      to find out what is going on or what these issues



         12      are.  In my review of the documents, I noticed



         13      several places where -- especially in the minutes of



         14      the board meetings -- there was extensive discussion



         15      about carryover, allowing some carryover?



         16   A  Yes.



         17   Q  Okay.  Tell me, what does carryover mean?



         18   A  Basically as it applies to the district-wide LEMA



         19      and, as I have stated before, the LEMA itself is



         20      only for a five-year period.  But there was a



         21      provision in there to say that up to 10 percent of



         22      the original LEMA allocation could be carried over



         23      if it still existed in each individual's account.



         24   Q  All right.  So if I understand the LEMA correctly,



         25      and please make sure -- I mean, if I say it wrong,
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          1      you tell me.  There is a limitation based on



          2      location in the township of a certain number of



          3      acre-feet per year --



          4   A  No --



          5   Q  -- multiplied by five?



          6   A  Yes.



          7   Q  So, for instance, in Zone 1 in the yellow -- in the



          8      townships that are designated in yellow, you get



          9      16.1 inches per year for five years and you can use



         10      that however you want to; you can use up to the



         11      amount of your water right in one year, you just



         12      have to cut back in a later year?



         13   A  Yes.



         14   Q  Is that fair?



         15   A  Yes.



         16   Q  But if you didn't use -- okay.  So the five-year



         17      allocation in Zone 1 or someone in a township



         18      designated yellow is 80.5 inches, right?



         19   A  Yeah.



         20   Q  According to the map.  And if a farmer, an irrigator



         21      in that area uses less than -- he can carry 10



         22      percent over at the end of that five-year period if



         23      he or she hasn't used the full 80.5 inches, right?



         24   A  Yes, that is correct.  Now, in the proposal it just



         25      says that if they propose a second district-wide
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          1      LEMA that they could consider up to a 10 percent



          2      carryover.



          3   Q  Right.  The LEMA on Exhibit A, Page 17,



          4      subparagraph right above the second 2 says that the



          5      board will consider a maximum of 10 percent



          6      carryover, right?



          7   A  Yes.



          8   Q  Now, in a meeting on March 2nd, 2017, there was a



          9      motion made to include a carryover amount, correct?



         10      The board made a motion to include a carryover



         11      amount in the LEMA plan?



         12   A  I think -- that is correct, I think.



         13   Q  But it doesn't say anything about consideration.  It



         14      says -- well, let me just read it to you.  Mr. -- is



         15      it Goson [phon] or Goossen?



         16   A  Yeah, Goossen.



         17   Q  "Mr. Goossen moved to include a carryover amount of



         18      up to 10 percent of the LEMA allocation in purple,



         19      yellow and red areas.  The motion was seconded and



         20      passed."



         21                So I guess there is "up to" in that



         22      motion, but there is no idea about the board being



         23      able to either grant or not grant that 10 percent in



         24      a second LEMA?  I mean, what I guess I am trying to



         25      get to is do you get the 10 percent or not?  I mean,
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          1      is it up to the board's discretion?  What does "up



          2      to" mean?



          3   A  Basically it would be up to the discretion of the



          4      board of directors, you know, five years from now.



          5   Q  I see.



          6   A  Ostensibly that they could consider up to 10



          7      percent, but they are not required to.



          8   Q  Okay.  So if one farmer conserves and uses 72



          9      acre-feet instead of 80, he might get that moved



         10      over into the next LEMA, but he might not?



         11   A  That is correct.



         12   Q  But that is not what the motion was back in March



         13      of 2017, is it?



         14   A  I thought you said that it read that they could



         15      consider up to a 10 percent --



         16   Q  No.  It just says that they could -- to include a



         17      carryover amount of up to 10 percent.  So, I mean,



         18      it either includes -- the board says it is included.



         19      The plan says that it is to be considered.  There is



         20      no consideration in the motion approved in the



         21      minutes?



         22   A  But the motion says up to 10 percent.



         23   Q  Right.  So --



         24   A  So zero to zero is up to 10 percent.



         25   Q  Okay.  I just wondered how that worked, because it
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          1      wasn't clear.  So is there no guarantee -- somebody



          2      could conserve and still not be able to carry that



          3      over?



          4   A  That is correct.  If, in fact, a new LEMA was



          5      proposed.



          6   Q  And there is quite a bit of discussion in the



          7      documents about the idea that in a new LEMA, then --



          8      I mean, while this is a LEMA that ends in five



          9      years, the consideration or the belief at this point



         10      is that it probably is going to go forward; wouldn't



         11      you say?



         12   A  You know, that is really hard to say because you



         13      don't know what the circumstances are going to be



         14      five years from now.  The board could consider going



         15      into a new LEMA but, you know, they don't -- you



         16      know, that is just going to be a decision for down



         17      the road.



         18   Q  I see.  So you think maybe there is not going to be



         19      any more depletion in five years?



         20   A  No, I don't think that.  But I don't know what every



         21      board of directors we have five years from now, what



         22      their decision will be.



         23   Q  Sure.  But the door is wide open for a new LEMA



         24      after that, right?



         25   A  It definitely could be proposed and we would go
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          1      through this whole process again.  Not me, but



          2      someone could.



          3   Q  Why wouldn't you want to?  I mean, it is so much



          4      fun.



          5   A  Yeah, right, but -- I hate to miss it, but --



          6   Q  Yeah.  We are having fun.



          7   A  There you go.



          8   Q  All right.  I am going to represent to you that what



          9      I did is to take the data that Brownie Wilson



         10      provided to you and that you based your information



         11      on and I took that data and put it in a spreadsheet



         12      and did this section by section instead of township



         13      by township.



         14                Then I used your colors.  They are a



         15      little bit different.  I didn't use the bright red



         16      because it covered up the text that you can't see



         17      anyway.  But essentially this is a district map



         18      with -- the best job I could do, and I will tell you



         19      that I am not sure that I did it just perfectly.



         20      But, generally speaking, this is section by section



         21      rather than township by township.



         22                Does that -- I mean, just looking at it



         23      generally, I am not asking you to verify that I did



         24      it right, but generally is that -- does that look



         25      close to you?



�



                                                                    88





          1   A  I would think it looks fairly close to me.  Again,



          2      based on what I can see right now.



          3   Q  Right.  And I am not asking you to verify that it



          4      is.  But what I am troubled by or have questions



          5      about are the townships.  There are numerous



          6      townships here that are mostly one color, mostly



          7      blue or mostly purple, some mostly yellow.  But



          8      there are some townships in here that are varied.



          9                Now, you testified that you took out all



         10      of the town -- all of the sections -- let me ask



         11      you.  You took out all the sections that had less



         12      than 15 feet of saturated thickness?



         13   A  Yeah.  I removed those from the calculations that I



         14      did.



         15   Q  And I did not do that because I didn't know you did



         16      that.



         17   A  Okay.



         18   Q  So I will tell you that those -- if it is less than



         19      15 acre-feet -- and the reason you did that too,



         20      because when you do the percentage calculation it



         21      ends up with a huge percentage, doesn't it?



         22   A  Yeah.  Yeah, a relatively small decline given a



         23      small saturated thickness comes up to, I thought, an



         24      unreasonable percentage.



         25   Q  In some cases over 2,000 percent?
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          1   A  Well, yeah.  Yes, sir.



          2   Q  All right.  So this is inaccurate from the



          3      standpoint of your map to the extent that you have



          4      got an area that has got a saturated thickness less



          5      than 15 acre-feet -- or 15 linear-feet, correct?



          6   A  Yeah.  Especially down along -- primarily along the



          7      southern border of the district, down -- yeah, down



          8      through there.



          9   Q  So this is a map that shows the saturated thickness



         10      and it is one of those -- it is just by section.



         11      Again, if I did the math right, which I was careful,



         12      but I am not a mathematician by any means.



         13                So in the blue, if it is dark -- the



         14      darker blue is less saturated thickness, the orange



         15      is more.  And so when we see percentages in these --



         16      in the -- I used a formula that if it was -- if it



         17      increased, if there was an increase, there was just



         18      no color.  So those are areas that are either no



         19      data -- and some of them there is just no data.  In



         20      others, there is an increase.  So it is -- I mean, I



         21      am trying to make sure you understand the map here.



         22                So the areas down in the southeast corner



         23      is an area where there is very limited saturated



         24      thickness and across the bottom border, in that



         25      area, in the southeast quarter of Sherman County,
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          1      right?



          2   A  Yes.



          3   Q  So back to the map --



          4                MR. TRASTER:  And I have got copies of --



          5      single copies of these maps.  I am going to talk to



          6      Mr. Titus ahead of time and we will mark the copy.



          7      I didn't make multiple copies of these, but I can



          8      provide them to you.



          9                MR. DEES:  I appreciate it.



         10   Q  (BY MR. TRASTER)  So this map that -- in fact, let's



         11      mark it so we get the record straight.



         12                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  That would be



         13      good.



         14                (Marked Exhibit D, Exhibit E.)



         15   Q  (BY MR. TRASTER)  For the record, the map that I am



         16      going to show on the screen is going to be Exhibit D



         17      and it is the map that has the percentages based on



         18      section by section versus township by township.  And



         19      Exhibit D -- no, E is the saturated thickness map



         20      that I showed you a moment ago.



         21                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Mr. Traster, so



         22      the first one is for the same period they



         23      considered.  This is just your attempt to replicate



         24      it using the KGF section-level data?



         25                MR. TRASTER:  It is my attempt, yes.
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          1                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Right.  Okay.



          2                MR. TRASTER:  And I will provide copies to



          3      counsel and to --



          4                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Right.



          5                MR. TRASTER:  -- the Hearing Officer so



          6      that you have it.



          7                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Without any of



          8      the additional corrections made; it is just the pure



          9      section-level data?



         10                MR. TRASTER:  I used the information that



         11      was available to me and I didn't know that -- that



         12      was a big question I had is if we were going to take



         13      20 minutes to figure out about the percentages.  But



         14      he has already taken that out.  So, no, I didn't --



         15      I didn't know that he had taken that out.



         16                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.  That is



         17      fine.  Thanks.



         18                MR. TRASTER:  But you are right.  It is



         19      not corrected to reduce -- to take out the sections



         20      that are 15 feet of saturated thickness or less.



         21      But they show up in either green or blue on this



         22      map, I think.



         23                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Right.  I was



         24      going to wait to ask my questions later, but since



         25      we have got the map up --
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          1                MR. TRASTER:  Sure, that is fine.



          2                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  When you say,



          3      Ray, that you removed them, what does that mean?



          4                MR. LUHMAN:  Basically what I did is any



          5      section that showed 15 foot of saturated thickness



          6      or less, I removed from the database and then redid



          7      my calculations -- let's say I pulled 10 sections



          8      out of one township, then my average went back down



          9      to dividing that by 26, that type of thing.  So I



         10      removed it completely from the database.



         11                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  So there



         12      weren't any of these townships -- the whole township



         13      was less than 15 feet, that didn't exist?



         14                MR. LUHMAN:  I don't believe so, no.



         15                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         16      Thanks.



         17   Q  (BY MR. TRASTER)  Now, that township on the south



         18      end about the middle, that is mostly green but it



         19      has a little bit of blue, would mostly be less than



         20      15, right?  Or not?  I may be --



         21   A  Yeah, I think it would be.  I really do.



         22   Q  But it is --



         23   A  Yeah.



         24   Q  There are some townships, particularly down in the



         25      southeast corner, where you have got -- in the same
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          1      township you have sections that that are green



          2      showing no decline, sections that are purple, then



          3      the very southeast corner there is blue, which is



          4      less than five percent and -- but, I mean, you have



          5      got some red sections in there too.  But the



          6      saturated thickness in that area is pretty light?



          7   A  Yeah, it is a very thin aquifer and very variable



          8      down in that area.



          9   Q  And so -- but you are still -- those irrigators are



         10      going to be reduced to 18 inches or to the yellow



         11      designation on your map, right?



         12   A  Yes.



         13                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Can you point



         14      out the townships you are talking about?



         15                MR. TRASTER:  I will try.



         16                MR. LUHMAN:  They would be right there



         17      [indicated].



         18                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.  So at



         19      the very southern and eastern side --



         20                MR. LUHMAN:  Right.



         21                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  -- when I look



         22      at those particular townships?



         23                MR. TRASTER:  I am talking about townships



         24      11 and 12 south and 20 -- 11 south, 27 west and



         25      28 -- no, 11 and 12 south and 27 and 28 west.
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          1                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.



          2                MR. TRASTER:  Down in that southeast



          3      corner.



          4                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Right.  I am



          5      with you now.  Can you switch back to the other map?



          6                MR. TRASTER:  Yes.



          7                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.  So as



          8      you say, they are variable at one point and then



          9      they are either purple or yellow.  Okay.  Thank you.



         10   Q  (BY MR. TRASTER)   So as the Chief Engineer said,



         11      going back to your map that is part of the -- it is



         12      Attachment 1 to the plan, you have got those folks



         13      restricted either to 14.7 inches per year times five



         14      or 18 inches, depending on whether they are purple



         15      or yellow.  And all of those sections down there are



         16      restricted, even though the saturated thickness is



         17      fairly -- across those townships is limited?



         18   A  Yes, sir.



         19   Q  And this is a question.  I mean, isn't the



         20      aquifer -- doesn't that self-limit their ability



         21      to -- I mean to be able to divert the water, is it



         22      really necessary to do that?



         23   A  Really in that area -- again, there is a lot of



         24      variability.  And I would agree that, you know, the



         25      thin aquifer does limit just basically diversion
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          1      capacity down there.



          2   Q  Right.



          3   A  But, you know, on the other hand, we have got some



          4      fairly good wells in there that -- we are showing



          5      declines.  And, you know, that is one thing that



          6      when I went in and took the 15 foot and less



          7      saturated thickness out, that is one area that



          8      concerned me because the original map had both 11-26



          9      and 12-26 period as red.



         10                And so when I pulled those less than 15



         11      acre-foot or less than 15 foot saturated thickness



         12      out of there, it changed one of them to yellow and



         13      one of them to purple.  So --



         14   Q  So you already accommodated some of my concern?



         15   A  Well, I think I have.  I don't know what your



         16      concern is, but --



         17   Q  Well, I have just expressed that isn't it



         18      self-limiting?  I mean, that is my --



         19   A  Yeah.



         20   Q  Why impose an additional requirement on a township



         21      that is virtually self-limited, is my concern or



         22      question?



         23   A  Okay.  So we did go ahead and put it in the -- you



         24      know, the modified map, there is -- one of those



         25      down to 15 inches and the other one, of course,



�



                                                                    96





          1      would be 18 inches.  I -- I don't know without



          2      looking at the data.  I seriously doubt that a lot



          3      of the wells in that area could pump that anyway.



          4   Q  Okay.



          5                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  So,



          6      Mr. Traster, the map you have here is our Exhibit E



          7      map, correct?



          8                MR. TRASTER:  No, this is going to be



          9      Exhibit F, I think.



         10                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Oh, this is a



         11      new one?



         12                MR. TRASTER:  A new --



         13                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Are you going



         14      to use Exhibit E anymore?  And the reason I am



         15      asking is I was just going to clarify what it was.



         16                MR. TRASTER:  Yeah, go ahead.  Let's do



         17      that so that it is all in the record at the same



         18      point.  If I could find which one it was.



         19                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  It was the



         20      saturated thickness map.  And I guess I just wanted



         21      to clarify for -- is this the current, latest



         22      saturated thickness map?



         23                MR. TRASTER:  No.  It is the 2015



         24      saturated thickness map.



         25                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.  Thank
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          1      you.



          2                MR. TRASTER:  It is based on the data from



          3      KGS provided to be by Brownie Wilson that was used



          4      by the GMD, according to Brownie and Brownie's



          5      testimony in the original -- in the first hearing.



          6      That is the data I used.



          7                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.  I just



          8      wanted to clarify what it was.  Mr. Dees?



          9                MR. DEES:  Can I ask one real quick



         10      question on these exhibits?  Did you create these,



         11      Mr. Traster, or did someone else create these?



         12                MR. TRASTER:  I did it all my by myself.



         13                MR. DEES:  Okay.  Good deal.  Thank you.



         14                RAY LUHMAN:  Good job.



         15                MR. TRASTER:  Well, when you get the data,



         16      you may say it is not -- you may be, what the heck.



         17                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Should we go



         18      ahead and mark the next exhibit?



         19                MR. TRASTER:  Yeah.  I am not sure -- what



         20      time is it?



         21                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  It is 11:26.



         22                MR. TRASTER:  Okay.



         23                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Chris, no one



         24      has actually indicated -- okay, that is fine.  If no



         25      one needs to, we will just continue on then.
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          1                MR. TRASTER:  This young lady said she



          2      wanted to speak.



          3                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.  Do



          4      you want to provide a comment before lunch?  Okay.



          5      So we do have one here.  Anyway, why don't you carry



          6      on.



          7                (Marked Exhibit F.)



          8   Q  (BY MR. TRASTER)  Mr. Luhman, I have placed on the



          9      screen another iteration of this map that I have



         10      been working on and we have marked it as Exhibit F.



         11      And I will represent to you that it is the gross



         12      number of feet of decline from 2004 to 2015 based on



         13      that same dataset that we have been using.



         14                And I marked anything that was increased



         15      in blue.  And then it varies as the orange gets



         16      darker, it goes from a zero to five-foot decline,



         17      five to 10, 10 to 15, 15 to 20, 20 to 25.  And then



         18      if there is no color, like down in the southwest



         19      corner where there is no color, that is more than



         20      25 feet of decline is what I tried to do.  And I



         21      think that is -- to the extent any of this is



         22      accurate, that is accurate.



         23                So the decline in Attachment 1 to your



         24      report, those two red townships correspond roughly



         25      to the two bright -- the two spots where the decline
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          1      is the most, right?



          2   A  Yes.



          3   Q  And, generally, this map shows where the decline is



          4      section by section.  And, again, there is a



          5      variation.  Some of the townships have very little



          6      variation.  I mean, it is -- the decline is roughly



          7      the same.



          8                In other sections, in other townships



          9      there is variation.  And, again, where you have got



         10      more or less, in some cases, increases in -- I guess



         11      what I am trying to get to here, Mr. Luhman.  When



         12      you look at Exhibit F and compare back to Exhibit D,



         13      which is my section-by-section map, compare back to



         14      your Attachment 1.  In some cases, this appears to



         15      be equitable as far as the amount of decline and the



         16      percentage of decline across the entire township is



         17      roughly or similar.



         18                But in other townships you have got areas



         19      that are -- you have got no -- a lot of variation.



         20      And I am trying to understand how that is fair.  And



         21      let me go back to Exhibit D and to particularly



         22      point out Township 9 South-Range 34 West.  And I am



         23      going to see if I can approach here.  I believe it



         24      is this township that I am pointing to right here.



         25   A  Okay.
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          1   Q  In that township you have got a couple of red



          2      sections.  In other words, there is more than two



          3      percent decline.  But within just a mile or two or



          4      three, you have got areas with half a percent or



          5      less decline.  Because the two sections in the



          6      corners of that particular township are in blue and



          7      then purple and then the rest of it is yellow.  I



          8      mean, how is it fair to take the person who has



          9      those two blue townships in the southern part of



         10      that -- the two blue sections in the southern part



         11      of that township and treat them differently than the



         12      people who have water rights in the section



         13      immediately below it that is almost entirely blue



         14      and don't have any restrictions?



         15   A  Well, first of all, I wish -- and I don't know that



         16      you have it.  I wish we had an overlay on that that



         17      shows the actual points of diversion for the wells.



         18      I don't know what that -- I don't know what the



         19      level of development down there is.  I suspect that



         20      there is not much development there whatsoever.



         21                So, again, I guess, you know, to answer



         22      your question, where we did the designation by



         23      townships, there is some variability that is in



         24      there.  So I don't know.  I really don't know.



         25      Because I know a lot of the areas down in that
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          1      southwestern part of Thomas County, there are no



          2      wells whatsoever.  As a matter of fact, there is not



          3      much water there at all.



          4   Q  Okay.



          5                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  So, Ray, you



          6      are saying they are blue because there is probably



          7      not wells there; is that what you are saying?



          8                RAY LUHMAN:  That is what I think.  I



          9      don't have that map with me.  I have got it at the



         10      office, but I don't have it here.



         11                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Let's mark



         12      this.



         13                THE REPORTER:  This is Exhibit G.



         14                (Marked Exhibit G.)



         15                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Can you



         16      describe Exhibit G?



         17   Q  (BY MR. TRASTER)  I am going to hand you what has



         18      been marked Exhibit G.  Can you tell me what that



         19      is?  I mean, it is something, I think, that you



         20      produced.



         21   A  Basically what this is is a copy of a map.  It is an



         22      earlier map of the first proposal, but it does have



         23      the wells plotted on here.



         24   Q  Right.  So --



         25   A  And I can go to --
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          1   Q  Hang on just a minute.  Let's make sure the record



          2      is clear first.



          3   A  Okay.



          4   Q  I mean, it is a map of the GMD.  It is an earlier



          5      proposal with different colors on it that aren't



          6      relevant here, so we are not paying attention to the



          7      colors on the map, but it is a map of the district



          8      and it has the points of diversion shown, meaning



          9      the wells, correct?



         10   A  Yes.



         11   Q  All right.  And when you look at that particular



         12      township that we have been talking about, and let me



         13      get my bearings again, it the 9 South-34 West, there



         14      are wells in the -- at least there were wells in the



         15      southeast corner of that township, right?



         16   A  Yes.  There are wells clear along the east half of



         17      that township and up in the northwest quarter of



         18      that township, but basically no wells whatsoever in



         19      the southwest quarter of that township.



         20   Q  All right.



         21                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  In the



         22      southwest is where the blue was; is that right?



         23                MR. TRASTER:  Let's zoom in here.



         24                RAY LUHMAN:  Yes.



         25   Q  (BY MR. TRASTER)  So I zoomed into the township that
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          1      is 9 South-34 West and we note that both of the



          2      sections 30 [sic] and 36 in that township are in



          3      blue, right?



          4   A  Yes.



          5   Q  And --



          6                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Actually that



          7      is 31 and 36, correct?



          8                MR. TRASTER:  Correct.  Again, he is



          9      supposed to listen to what I meant, not what I said.



         10   Q  (BY MR. TRASTER)  So in looking at Exhibit G, there



         11      aren't any wells in Section 31, but there appear to



         12      be wells in or around Section 36, correct?



         13   A  Yeah, there are wells in 36, 25 and you will go on



         14      north from there.



         15   Q  Right.  So my question is --



         16   A  If you are talking 31, there is no wells over in



         17      that area.



         18   Q  Right.  So my question is, how is it fair to the guy



         19      that -- the irrigators in Section 36, Township 9



         20      South-Range 34 West, when -- and that is a section



         21      or township that you designated as yellow, and so it



         22      is given a decline -- they get, whatever, 16 inches



         23      roughly, whatever it is on your map?



         24   A  Uh-huh.



         25   Q  But how is it fair to those irrigators when the guy
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          1      directly across the road, assuming there was a road



          2      and a township line, is in a section -- in a



          3      township that is blue and gets no reduction?



          4   A  I think that is just the nature of the data and the



          5      way that it was chosen for this project.



          6   Q  So the idea is that by going township by township



          7      instead of section by section or some other



          8      designation, the owner of the wells in the southeast



          9      corner of that township, 9 South-34 West, gets



         10      treated differently than the owner of the wells in



         11      the township directly south?



         12   A  Yeah.  Unfortunately -- and you understand this.



         13      But when you do water policy or whatever, there are



         14      lines.



         15   Q  Right.



         16   A  And you just can't get around that, you know.  If,



         17      in fact, you chose different boundaries, there is



         18      going to be a line.



         19   Q  Right.



         20   A  So it was our board's determination on this to go on



         21      the township basis, knowing full well that as you



         22      get more of a coarse look at that, there will be



         23      some --



         24   Q  Unfairness.



         25   A  Well, if that is what you want to call it.
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          1   Q  That is what I want to call it.



          2   A  Okay.  Well, you can call her that.



          3   Q  I mean, it is not fair.  It is not -- I mean, to



          4      have -- to treat one water right owner who -- and I



          5      don't know why his percentage is lower.  Maybe it is



          6      because of saturated thickness, maybe because it is



          7      because he is the one that conserved.



          8   A  Or couldn't pump it.



          9   Q  Well, any number of things that could happen, right?



         10   A  Right.



         11   Q  But one of the possibilities is that it was because



         12      he and his neighbors conserved and the others



         13      didn't, right?



         14   A  That is one possibility.



         15   Q  And you are familiar with the tragedy of the commons



         16      concept about who -- you know, take all you can get



         17      while you can get it, right?



         18                All right.  Well, you moved one township



         19      to the east and you have -- in Section 1 you have



         20      got greater than two percent.  In Section 31 you



         21      have got less than half a percent.  So you have got



         22      this variability across a number of townships.  I



         23      mean, more than just one or two townships here,



         24      right?



         25   A  Yes, sir.
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          1   Q  Now, when we zoom back out on the map that is



          2      Exhibit D, you could draw up -- I mean, I agree you



          3      have to have lines and those lines don't



          4      necessarily -- I mean, the water doesn't know that



          5      we have a section line here or a property line.  But



          6      there are -- township designation has some



          7      rationality in some cases.  In other cases it is



          8      just not fair, right?



          9   A  I don't know that I would agree with that.  But, you



         10      know, you do run into some variability in a



         11      subsection of a township.



         12   Q  Now, one of the things about doing townships in



         13      terms of draft of the plan is it makes it a lot



         14      easier, doesn't it?



         15   A  It does to a certain extent.  Although, you know,



         16      given today's computers and stuff, you can take it



         17      to about any level that you want to.  It doesn't



         18      take that much --



         19   Q  Right.  Even a lawyer can figure out how to do it if



         20      he just --



         21   A  That is what I was thinking.



         22   Q  -- misses church, you know.  I hate to miss church.



         23                So -- I mean, you would agree with me then



         24      that it would -- there is a way to do this that



         25      would be more equitable?
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          1   A  No.



          2   Q  Okay.



          3                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Well, we have



          4      reached 11:34, so is this a good breaking point



          5      or --



          6                MR. TRASTER:  It is a good breaking point



          7      for me or we can go on, either way.



          8                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Why don't we do



          9      what we said and sort of stop the formal process and



         10      provide an opportunity for at least the one



         11      informal, and then I think maybe a lunch break from



         12      there.  Thank you.



         13                MR. TRASTER:  Thank you.



         14                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         15                So we will take whatever public comments,



         16      if you need to leave before lunch, and when that is



         17      done, we will take a lunch break.



         18                So did you have a comment you wanted to



         19      make?  And, Chris, did you have anyone else?  Okay,



         20      so we will take this one public comment and then we



         21      will take a break.



         22                If you could state your name and address



         23      for the record and then we will ask you to be sworn



         24      in after that.



         25                MS. IRENE SIEBERT:  My name is Irene
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          1      Siebert.  I live at 2932 East 96th Place in



          2      Thornton, Colorado.



          3                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Ma'am, can you



          4      spell your last name for me, please?



          5                IRENE SIEBERT:  S, as in Sam, I-E, B as in



          6      Boy, E-R-T, Tom.



          7                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.  Please



          8      make your comment.



          9                (Ms. Siebert was sworn.)



         10                IRENE SIEBERT:  Okay.  I grew up in Thomas



         11      County.  I believe the township was Sumner, if that



         12      would be right.  And it is not an eight-hour day



         13      that you spend as a child, as an adult, working the



         14      land, working with the animals, working with the



         15      poultry and all that.  We experienced everything



         16      like that.  It is not an eight-hour day, ever.



         17                So my question is, how many of you have a



         18      background in agriculture, hands-on, feet on the



         19      ground, boots on the ground, to use that expression?



         20                I would encourage you, by way of -- to get



         21      acquainted with farmers on a personal level.  I



         22      think you would find it really enlightening and



         23      encouraging.



         24                Now, my parents were in the 1930s.  You



         25      know, the Depression years.  And I was born in that
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          1      era and we -- we did a lot without.  There was no --



          2      nothing like wells until 1940.  That certainly was



          3      encouraging to us as farmers, to have the ability to



          4      irrigate land and grow crops very well and supply



          5      food for other countries maybe, supply food for



          6      military.  My husband was -- instead of going to the



          7      military, went into the medical field because that



          8      is -- they said, you know, we need some help --



          9      supply that kind of thing for the ones who don't



         10      know and don't have the means to supply their own



         11      living.



         12                So then my question is, I think we are



         13      living on the edge of the aquifer right now and I



         14      think we -- I can see from the map that we are



         15      probably going to be hitting clay as well.  Some of



         16      these -- when the big wells go -- they are going to



         17      be digging into clay and so forth.  And you just



         18      have the aquifer -- we are kind of thinking we are



         19      living on the edge of the aquifer.



         20                We have a wonderful tenant and he keeps us



         21      informed and he is a very, very -- in spite of



         22      having not [sic] a degree in anything agriculture,



         23      he does supply tests for the land to the state



         24      college and gets a lot of data through them, how he



         25      can irrigate and fertilize and so forth so that it
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          1      will be profitable and grow crops.  And he can



          2      determine from that which crop he will grow.  Corn



          3      is, of course, the most appropriate, most wished



          4      for.



          5                Also I want to say that my husband spent



          6      very much time leveling land here in the state and



          7      in the county for the wells to be put down.  And I



          8      appreciate the work that they have done.  I just



          9      think sometimes -- I have a feeling today that there



         10      are so many regulations that are proposed.  And I



         11      can appreciate what Mr. Traster has said, and he is



         12      very scientific and I appreciate that.  But I think



         13      you are asking for a lot of regs and maybe he is



         14      going to help us decline some of those.  It would be



         15      helpful.



         16                So anyway, the next thing I wanted to say



         17      is I live in Colorado.  And as you may know, people



         18      are flocking to our state by the hundreds every



         19      month.  They are going to be having housing that



         20      supplies them with water.  They are going to be



         21      having lawns.  And we have people in the eastern



         22      part of the state that have irrigation wells for



         23      crops, and they are looking for -- they run their



         24      wells -- you can tell they run their wells a lot.



         25                So my question is, what kind of liaison do
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          1      you have with Colorado agriculture to provide -- to



          2      kind of limit -- you know, we are all getting our



          3      water from the same aquifer.  Colorado, Nebraska,



          4      Kansas, what -- how are we going to see that



          5      everybody has a fair chance.  That word "fairness"



          6      has been brought out a lot in the last hour or two.



          7      And I think -- I appreciate that.



          8                So anyway, that is my concern, our



          9      concern, that we have water for the needs of the



         10      people in their homes.  You know, God only made so



         11      much water and it circulates the world.  So that is



         12      how we have to live.  And the lady next to me this



         13      morning said, "Let's just be sure that everybody has



         14      a fair chance at having the water they need."



         15                Thank you, sir.



         16                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         17      Thank you for your comments.  Very good.



         18                It is 11:50.  Why don't we go ahead and



         19      take a break.  Let's take an hour break.  Let's seek



         20      to reconvene at 10 minutes to 1:00.



         21                (Recess taken at 11:46 a.m.  Resumed at



         22      12:53 p.m.)



         23                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  We are now back



         24      on the record.



         25                During lunch we visited about sort of the
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          1      best procedure here for moving forward.  And I have



          2      talked to the parties and we would like to go ahead



          3      and switch to the informal phase, as we are already



          4      sort of paused anyway here, and let members of the



          5      public who want to make a comment make those now.



          6      And then after that is complete, we will switch back



          7      to the formal stage and continue.



          8                And if any of the public -- we will make



          9      sure after the informal -- after the formal stage is



         10      completed that if any of the public want to make



         11      additional comments based on what they have heard,



         12      they can do so.  But that way you can make your



         13      statement and if you have had enough, you can move



         14      on.



         15                So we are going to switch.  I have got the



         16      sign-in sheets that we provided and I am going to go



         17      ahead and call in order, at least there in front of



         18      me, and if you would like to come and make your



         19      statement, I would ask you to come to the microphone



         20      and state, again, your name and address and be sworn



         21      in and then make any comments you have concerning



         22      the district-wide LEMA.



         23                You know, I would appreciate you just



         24      telling us a little bit about yourself and your



         25      interest in the area, your experience as a water
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          1      user, or whatever special expertise you have in your



          2      statement.



          3                And so with that, the first person is Lynn



          4      Goossen.  Hopefully I am saying that correct.



          5                MR. DEES:  Chief Engineer, he is actually



          6      one of the witnesses for the -- he is one of the



          7      board members for the Division of Water Resources.



          8                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



          9      Thank you.  Yes, I guess we were anticipating having



         10      finished that and knowing the difference.  So, yeah,



         11      he can make his testimony as part of the formal



         12      process later then.



         13                Scott Ross is next on the list.  Mr. Ross,



         14      are you here?



         15                SCOTT ROSS:  Right here.



         16                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  If you would



         17      come forward.  Are you ready to make your statement



         18      now.



         19                SCOTT ROSS:  Yes.



         20                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         21                THE REPORTER:  Sir, your name is Scott



         22      Ross?



         23                SCOTT ROSS:  Scott E. Ross.  I live at



         24      209 South Ash Street, Stockton, Kansas.



         25                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Will you swear
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          1      him in?



          2                THE REPORTER:  Yes.



          3                (Mr. Ross was sworn.)



          4                SCOTT ROSS:  I understand this is an



          5      administrative hearing and it provides only limited



          6      opportunities for any cross-examination.  But I have



          7      put a portion of my testimony in the form of



          8      questions.  I am not expecting a response, but I



          9      know that as a truth-seeking individual, the Hearing



         10      Officer will see that the appropriate answers are



         11      acquired and incorporate them in the decision.



         12                So, first, additional property of the



         13      district.  Jim Defore has, since its beginning, the



         14      district-wide recharge value of one-half inch per



         15      acre.  This has prevailed through several



         16      different -- you really did break it.



         17                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Try it again.



         18                SCOTT ROSS:  In any other calculation



         19      for --



         20                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Just a second.



         21      There must be a connection issue here.  Why don't



         22      you try mounting the mic so it doesn't go in and



         23      out.  Thank you.



         24                SCOTT ROSS:  The half-inch recharge has



         25      prevailed throughout their computations of allowable
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          1      depletions through safe yield.



          2                And in 1987, the US Geological Survey



          3      adopted their numbers for recharge across the state



          4      of Kansas.  And those numbers were later, in 1992,



          5      adopted by the Division of Water Resources as part



          6      of their safe yield calculations.



          7                Those numbers indicate that the far



          8      western counties are receiving something on the



          9      order of a quarter of an inch, while the eastern



         10      counties of the district are receiving a bit over an



         11      inch -- excuse me.  The western counties are



         12      receiving a quarter of an inch; the eastern counties



         13      are over one inch.



         14                So my question is, if those water rights



         15      established under safe yield and allowable depletion



         16      were afforded excessive recharge in the west, but



         17      deprived of the additional recharge in the east, how



         18      can the entire district have a declining water



         19      table?  Either the USGS is wrong in their



         20      determinations of recharge or the district has been



         21      wrong in their assessment of decline.  I am assuming



         22      you will determine which that is.



         23                The other point is the equitable and



         24      uniform distribution of measurement points that are



         25      included in the determination of drawdown or
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          1      declines.



          2                In 1980, the Division of Water Resources



          3      required that water level measurement tubes be



          4      installed on all new points of diversion and have



          5      continued that process since then.



          6                My question is, what effort has been made



          7      to compile a list of wells in the district that are



          8      required to have water level measurement tubes, has



          9      that list been used to improve the water level



         10      measurement network?  Has current water level



         11      database been compared to the High Plains basal map



         12      that was developed during the initial high priority



         13      move by the district to provide section level data



         14      on the basement of the Ogallala.  And have any



         15      efforts been made to incorporate all of this



         16      additional data into the water level management



         17      network?



         18                What efforts have been made by the



         19      district to collect or monitor wells independently



         20      of the KGS and the Division of Water Resources?



         21                Is the current water level data network



         22      consistent and uniform enough to make decisions



         23      regarding the district on a section level basis?



         24                I am concerned about the physical impacts.



         25      I understand from testimony this morning that some
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          1      minimal efforts have been made, but I am concerned



          2      that if land values are based on productivity and



          3      productivity is based on a degree of irrigation



          4      versus dryland, doesn't it stand to reason that more



          5      water availability will result in lower land values?



          6      If such is the case, will lower land values lead to



          7      a lower tax base, ultimately resulting in a lower



          8      tax and changes in the tax base, which will



          9      adversely impact schools, cities, hospitals,



         10      counties and eventually perhaps even the state of



         11      Kansas?



         12                And would these lower appraised values,



         13      along with lower revenue streams, impact those



         14      citizens, and how will they impact those citizens



         15      who don't even get to vote in a district election?



         16                Next is the equity of those water rights



         17      being protected under K.S.A. 82a-718 Subsections D



         18      and E.  They seem to be left out in the cold.  They



         19      don't receive an allocation if they haven't been



         20      used since 2009.  Under this proposal, only the



         21      irrigation rights are subject to limitations.



         22                What consideration is afforded to those



         23      that have been engaged in water conservation under



         24      these programs of water conservation plans, WRCP



         25      contracts and even changes that have been made to
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          1      82a-718 under Subsection E, protecting those water



          2      rights from abandonment?



          3                And finally in this area, what opportunity



          4      do those have who are not irrigators to speak as



          5      regards to their impact or the impacts of LEMA on



          6      their way of life?



          7                Whose problem is being solved with this



          8      LEMA?  We have seen from this morning's testimony



          9      that there have been declines.  We agree -- most of



         10      us will agree there have been declines.  Those



         11      declines are subject to review in terms of their



         12      actual accuracy.  But we don't seem to be setting



         13      out to solve the problem; we just -- this is like



         14      putting a Band-Aid on a busted leg.



         15                How will those in Sherman and Graham



         16      County, who have no declining static water levels,



         17      benefit from being placed under the shadow of the



         18      LEMA?  Will their bankers and county appraisers take



         19      that into consideration?



         20                And, finally, what analysis of the



         21      established high priority areas illustrates that the



         22      proposed LEMAs will address their problems?



         23                And finally, and perhaps most important of



         24      all, I would ask you to recall the LEMA process was



         25      originally designed to allow a group of courageous
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          1      individuals to put their -- put in place their own



          2      restrictions with the goal of preserving their own



          3      way of life.  When did that happen with this LEMA?



          4                Thank you.



          5                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.  I



          6      guess, Scott, just before you leave, the parties



          7      don't have cross-examine [sic] but, you know, I and



          8      they have the opportunity to maybe ask clarifying



          9      questions, if the testimony is not fully understood



         10      just, again, to make sure we --



         11                SCOTT ROSS:  At your service.



         12                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  -- understand



         13      your testimony.



         14                I guess I have actually got a written copy



         15      of this.  Do you want this entered in the record or



         16      not?



         17                SCOTT ROSS:  You have my written testimony



         18      that I want entered into the record.  These are just



         19      my verbal comments.



         20                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Right, okay.



         21      So we will make sure that is made a part of the



         22      record.



         23                I guess for my part, I don't think I have



         24      any specific questions for you.  You raised a number



         25      of questions.  I guess, are you for or against it,
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          1      maybe is the question?



          2                SCOTT ROSS:  As a general matter, I am in



          3      favor of LEMAs.  I am in favor of the way LEMAs were



          4      originally designed, as a ground-up opportunity for



          5      locals to have impact on their situation.



          6                I am not in favor of district-wide LEMAs.



          7      I think they are too broad based.  I don't think



          8      they adequately represent individuals or their



          9      individual situations.  Candidly, I don't think they



         10      solve too many problems.



         11                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         12      That helps.  Mr. Traster, do you have any clarifying



         13      questions about Mr. Ross's testimony?



         14                MR. TRASTER:  Yeah.



         15                Just generally, I am interested in this



         16      idea that you said how it was originally designed,



         17      because I have heard that too.



         18                Can you give us -- fill in some blanks



         19      there?  What was the -- how was it originally



         20      intended, if you know, if you were involved in that



         21      process?  I would like to flesh that out a little



         22      bit.



         23                SCOTT ROSS:  Okay.  Well, it has been a



         24      while ago and, you know, us elderly folks may



         25      struggle a bit.
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          1                After the original Mack and Tack [phon]



          2      Reports that were published, I believe, in the early



          3      2000s, Management District No. 4 embarked on the



          4      process that was outlined to determine, based on the



          5      best ability of the scientific data high priority



          6      areas, those areas who were struggling with severe



          7      declines and were in need of regulation or help, for



          8      lack of a better term.



          9                Groundwater Management District No. 4



         10      followed the process, developed six high priority



         11      areas.  Meetings were held in each one of those.



         12      This was not done lightly.  It was a lot of work, a



         13      lot of input by the board, a lot of input by the



         14      staff.  Analysis of both groundwater level trends.



         15      There was a lot of work done to -- it was called



         16      "tenting".  That was a process used by the Kansas



         17      Geological Survey to balance or sort of smooth out



         18      those curves rather than putting them on strict



         19      political boundaries, section lines, township lines.



         20                Ultimately, after holding meetings in each



         21      one of those -- by the way, each one of those high



         22      priority areas, those that attended, and they were



         23      generally well attended, agreed something needed to



         24      be done.  They just -- in Sherman County, they



         25      actually proposed that they cut everybody's use by
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          1      50 percent, which I think shocked all of us.  But



          2      ultimately, they really lacked sort of the local



          3      leadership to move those things forward.



          4                In that process of discussing that,



          5      Mitchell Baalman and Brent Rogers rose to the



          6      occasion and, from my perspective at least, rather



          7      loudly and perhaps forcefully challenged the board



          8      to bring together those people in the Sheridan 6



          9      area and begin a dialogue to discuss how they would



         10      solve the problem.  Mitchell simply wasn't going to



         11      led it ride.  This continued for several board



         12      meetings.



         13                They formulated a plan.  They notified all



         14      of the landowners and tenants in the area.  I wasn't



         15      involved in the early meetings, but I was advised



         16      that some of those were relatively spirited



         17      discussions regarding how to move forward.



         18                Ultimately, after 25 or 30 meetings, that



         19      group came together with a consensus, it certainly



         20      wasn't unanimous, but a consensus of how they would



         21      like to move forward with those 11-inch designations



         22      over the five-year period of time.  They wanted an



         23      umbrella.  They wanted the flexibility to move water



         24      rights around if they got into trouble.



         25                And after all of that work, they found
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          1      themselves in a position where there was no legal



          2      remedy to implement the process.



          3                At that point, they came to the Division



          4      of Water Resources and made the proposal.  And in



          5      through the Division of Water Resources and their



          6      legal staff, the LEMA statutes were drafted and



          7      ultimately shepherded through the legislative



          8      process and put in place so that the very first



          9      allocation period, I believe, was in 2012.  That has



         10      certainly demonstrated in my view great success, and



         11      it was all due to those local gentlemen who were



         12      willing to stand up and, you know, put their family



         13      fortune and sacred honor on the line to get it done.



         14      And I just don't see that happening in this process.



         15                Did that answer your question?



         16                MR. TRASTER:  Well, for the record, we



         17      need to know what your role was.



         18                SCOTT ROSS:  I was the water commissioner



         19      for the Division of Water Resources.  So I was



         20      basically sitting on the sideline cheering them on.



         21                MR. TRASTER:  And when did you leave that



         22      position?



         23                SCOTT ROSS:  I retired September 13th of



         24      2013.



         25                MR. TRASTER:  So you were there during the
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          1      development of all this and the passage of the LEMA,



          2      so you have some background information?



          3                SCOTT ROSS:  Yes.



          4                MR. TRASTER:  No further questions.



          5                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Mr. Dees, do



          6      you have any clarifying questions?



          7                MR. DEES:  Just a couple real quick.



          8                Can you hear me okay?



          9                THE REPORTER:  Yes, sir.



         10                MR. DEES:  Mr. Ross, are you here as an



         11      individual or are you here representing other folks?



         12                SCOTT ROSS:  I am here as an individual.



         13      I don't represent anyone else.



         14                MR. DEES:  Okay.  Great.  And are you



         15      familiar with the LEMA statute?  I think you are; is



         16      that correct?



         17                SCOTT ROSS:  Yeah, generally.



         18                MR. DEES:  Okay.  And so the



         19      recommendation in the LEMA statute needs to come



         20      from the groundwater management district; is that



         21      correct?



         22                SCOTT ROSS:  That is correct.



         23                MR. DEES:  Okay.  And in your written



         24      testimony you note that the total economic impact



         25      has not been evaluated in talking about the
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          1      Sheridan 6 high priority area, correct?



          2                SCOTT ROSS:  That is my perception, yes.



          3                MR. DEES:  But it appears that the water



          4      levels in that area have stabilized; is that



          5      correct?



          6                SCOTT ROSS:  That is my understanding,



          7      yes.



          8                MR. DEES:  Okay.  And no immediate



          9      evidence suggests anything but good economic news,



         10      correct?



         11                SCOTT ROSS:  Nothing that I heard.



         12                MR. DEES:  Okay.  So the economic news at



         13      this point is at least -- it is either positive or



         14      at least maintaining; is that correct?



         15                SCOTT ROSS:  It's policies were neutral.



         16                MR. DEES:  Okay.  I don't think I have any



         17      more questions at this time.



         18                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         19      Thank you.  Mr. Oleen?



         20                MR. OLEEN:  No questions.



         21                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Thank you,



         22      Mr. Ross, for your comments.



         23                SCOTT ROSS:  Thank you.



         24                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Next on the



         25      list I have is Brent Rogers of Hoxie.  Are you here?
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          1                MR. DEES:  He is part of our formal phase.



          2      He is the president of the GMD.



          3                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  I should



          4      probably know that.  Irene Siebert.  Is that the



          5      lady that made the comments?



          6                Then Aaron Popelka is next.



          7                THE REPORTER:  Can you spell your last



          8      name?



          9                AARON POPELKA:  Sure.  It is Aaron,



         10      A-A-R-O-N, Popelka, P-O-P-E-L-K-A.



         11                I am the vice president of Legal and



         12      Governmental Affairs for the Kansas Livestock



         13      Association.



         14                (Mr. Popelka was sworn.)



         15                MR. POPELKA:  I think to start off, just



         16      to clarify, I am here representing our members who



         17      live within the GMD boundaries and would own water



         18      rights, both irrigation and stock water.



         19                I think I would like to start off by --



         20      and I think this was pointed out by the GMD manager



         21      that less than one percent, he used the number



         22      .05 percent, depending on the year it could be a



         23      little more or a little less, but the point is it is



         24      a very small fraction of water use where the



         25      irrigation is closer to over 97, approaching 98
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          1      percent of water use.



          2                When we looked at this proposal, we had



          3      some significant concerns when it came to the stock



          4      water allocation.  As it exists now -- and I will



          5      say we have worked with the board in generating some



          6      of their suggested changes.  We may have a few



          7      tweaks, but we generally agree with them.  But just



          8      to get it on the record, I want to explain the laws



          9      that exist in the proposal and why we object to it.



         10                As it exists now, the allocation for stock



         11      water right is given either 76 percent or 85



         12      percent, depending on the area where the water right



         13      is located, of the maximum reasonable quantity for



         14      livestock as set forth in K.A.R. 5-3-22 for beef



         15      cattle that I am going to base most of my testimony



         16      on, and that is 15 gallons per head per day.  And



         17      then that was taken times the maximum head supported



         18      by the feedlot permit in effect on December 31st of



         19      2015.



         20                And it is really with that date, December



         21      31st, 2015, I think that our first objections come



         22      about.



         23                We are now approaching close to two years



         24      from that date and things have changed.  For



         25      instance, one of our members, Timmerman Feeding
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          1      Corporation, has since engaged and began and now



          2      should be nearing completion, if it is not done



          3      already, an expansion.  That expansion was based on



          4      available water that was under their authorized



          5      permit.  And if the original proposal as in the



          6      document that went out with the notice for the



          7      hearing were to be finalized, they would be -- not



          8      have sufficient water to water the cattle involved



          9      in that expansion.



         10                And I think that is -- and really what we



         11      are looking at with any LEMA, allocation for stock



         12      water.  When you look at an acre of irrigated corn,



         13      I can apply less water to a certain extent and,



         14      using better management techniques, still raise



         15      something from that acre of corn.  If you apply less



         16      water to a steer, that steer will die.



         17                So our only remedy is to then cut the



         18      number of head that populate that feedyard.  So in a



         19      situation where someone has expanded since the



         20      December 31st, 2015 date, they have now lost a



         21      significant amount of their investment or are faced



         22      with buying a water right in a captive market.



         23                In addition, I think it is also important



         24      to point out that even though, for instance,



         25      Timmerman Feeding Corp. is in the 85 percent
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          1      reduction -- or 83 percent of their beneficial use



          2      calculation, that is actually not a cut to the water



          3      right.  If you look at the documents put out by the



          4      GMD, their total authorized quantity is



          5      336 acre-feet.  But under the LEMA account



          6      calculation, which again is based on a head count



          7      from December 2015, they get 257 acre-feet.  That is



          8      actually -- it is not a 15 percent reduction, as the



          9      document might suggest, it is actually 23.  It is



         10      hard to tell exactly why that might happen, but



         11      it -- I would surmise that it would have to do with



         12      head count being reduced potentially from



         13      environmental regulations from the time the water



         14      right was perfected.  So December 2015, there were



         15      less head than when it was perfected.



         16                The second problem with the language is



         17      that it just says based on the operating permit.



         18      For those who may not be familiar, if you operate a



         19      feedyard you actually have two permits from the



         20      state of Kansas.  One is from the Kansas Department



         21      of Health and Environment for water pollution



         22      control and the other is from the Department of Ag,



         23      Division of Animal Health.  Typically these permits



         24      have different numbers.



         25                The KDHE permit, they are going to want to
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          1      push to as high as you can get for the amount of



          2      pens that you have, and the health permit is annual



          3      and you are going to want to push it as low as you



          4      can get it based on the number of cattle you think



          5      you will have because it is more expensive.  So the



          6      language on its face leaves us wondering which



          7      permit is meant.



          8                The other thing I would like to raise is



          9      stock water is considered a non-irrigation use when



         10      you look at the document.  And the other



         11      non-irrigation uses, municipal and industrial, are



         12      essentially relegated in this document to



         13      utilization of best management practices; whereas,



         14      in the original document, stock water is given a



         15      hard allocation that reduces available water.



         16                It would be our contention that if we are



         17      going to have differences based on irrigation and



         18      non-irrigation, that all rights use -- utilize best



         19      management practices.



         20                I am aware that the GMD has proposed some



         21      language that suggests feedyards being -- or stock



         22      water uses being encouraged to maintain their use at



         23      90 percent of the K.A.R. 5-3-22.  While that, I



         24      think, would work because it is not a mandatory



         25      reduction, we would suggest the better way, the
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          1      cleaner way to do this is to make it consistent with



          2      the other non-irrigation rights is to simply delete



          3      Section 2, Paragraph A, which is a reference to



          4      stock water, and then rely on the previous portion



          5      of that paragraph that simply says non-irrigation



          6      rights are to utilize the best management practices.



          7                The next portion I would like to bring up,



          8      and it was also brought up by Mr. Luhman, deals with



          9      the conversion formula from irrigation to



         10      non-irrigation use.



         11                Currently, the LEMA document put out for



         12      notice says when converting irrigation to



         13      non-irrigation, the most restrictive of the LEMA



         14      allocations and GMD regulations were converted and



         15      outlined in K.A.R. 5-5-9, were used to determine



         16      conversion allocation amount.



         17                That alone is confusing as to how exactly



         18      that might be applied.  But more concerningly, it



         19      violates the Water Appropriation Act for changes in



         20      use.  Changes in use of a type are governed under



         21      82a -- K.S.A. 82a-708 (b).  And that has some very



         22      specific requirements.  But mostly the change is you



         23      have to file an application with the Chief, and it



         24      is for any owner of a water right may change a place



         25      of use for the point of diversion over the use of
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          1      native [phon] water without losing priority of



          2      right.



          3                And it also goes on to limit the authority



          4      of the Chief in accordance with the procedures,



          5      provisions and procedures prescribed from processing



          6      original applications or permission of [inaudible]



          7      water.



          8                By putting in the LEMA document the



          9      paragraph that is in there now, it essentially tries



         10      to apply a non-temporary change to what the statute



         11      requires be a permanent change in the water right



         12      status.



         13                And if you look at the LEMA document



         14      itself, it says the basic water right will not be



         15      altered by an order and that the LEMA shall exist



         16      only for a five-year period.  And so while the LEMA



         17      may apply some allocation to a type of use, if a



         18      water right owner applies for a change in the base



         19      water right, that is governed under the Water



         20      Appropriation's Act, 708(b) in the accompanying



         21      regulations.



         22                So -- and I believe the GMD, for the most



         23      part, has adopted or is suggesting the same



         24      language.  We are suggesting one difference.  Our



         25      language says when converting irrigation and
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          1      non-irrigation, the base water right will be



          2      converted under the procedures in 5-5-9 and 5-5-10



          3      and then the appropriate non-irrigation LEMA



          4      allocation in Paragraph 2 will apply for the



          5      remainder of the LEMA period.



          6                 I think the only difference between our



          7      suggestion and GMD's suggestion is they suggest



          8      that -- unless they have their own regs.  We think



          9      the DWR statewide regs that were just recently



         10      adopted should be applied statewide, and so our



         11      suggestion is it is not put in, or any other reg the



         12      GMD may have.



         13                The final point I would want to raise at



         14      this point is on the irrigation allocations



         15      themselves.  If you look at the document, it bases



         16      the irrigation water rights according to the maximum



         17      reported and/or verified acres for years 2009



         18      through 2015.



         19                As that is written, this will unfairly



         20      penalize some producers who chose to conserve water



         21      by not irrigating a certain amount of their



         22      authorized acres.



         23                By not recognizing this situation where



         24      this occurs, the GMD is not giving due consideration



         25      to water management or conservation measures
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          1      previously implemented.  And that is required in two



          2      places in the law; K.S.A. 82a-744 and in the LEMA



          3      statute itself, K.S.A. 82a-1041(a)(4).



          4                For instance, I am aware of a landowner in



          5      the district who has three quarters authorized under



          6      one water right; one has a pivot, two flood



          7      irrigated.  Due to the situation with some labor



          8      shortages, only the pivot was run.  And under this



          9      formula, only enough water to water one of those



         10      circles would go forward, despite the well testing



         11      well over 900 gallons a minute.  This clearly is an



         12      inequitable situation that is not addressed by the



         13      current formula.  There is no consideration given to



         14      the amount of water saved voluntarily and would



         15      maintain that unless it is corrected, that it would



         16      violate state statute.



         17                Our suggestion is that whether the Chief



         18      recommends this himself or the GMD, or recommends



         19      that the GMD re-look at it and have another hearing,



         20      is that rather than the system we have now based on



         21      verified acres, that we look at the actual percent



         22      reduction for the authorized quantity of water.



         23      Because at the end of the day, that is the actual



         24      property right that is being considered and that is



         25      the best way, I think, to look at dealing with



�



                                                                   135





          1      property rights and also some of these issues with



          2      conservation of water.



          3                So with that, I think I will stop and



          4      simply ask at this point -- again, I want to



          5      reiterate the GMD's suggestions on the stock water



          6      allocation and conversion; we are willing to live



          7      with it, but we would -- and this is in written



          8      testimony I also submitted.  We would prefer our



          9      language.  We think it is more technically accurate



         10      and a little cleaner.



         11                And on the irrigation component, I think



         12      some changes need to be made in order to fully



         13      comply with the statutes.  So I will stand for any



         14      questions you might have.



         15                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  And I just have



         16      one.  I think your testimony is pretty clear.



         17                On that last example, you know, the



         18      irrigation, you know, the LEMA process has an appeal



         19      process where they could sort of bring that issue to



         20      the GMD for dealing with that; isn't that correct?



         21                AARON POPELKA:  That is true.  However, in



         22      conversations with Mr. Luhman, he said that he



         23      didn't think this board would be inclined to help



         24      this gentleman out.



         25                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.
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          1      Okay.  Well, that is the only question I have.



          2      Mr. Traster?



          3                MR. TRASTER:  No questions.



          4                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Mr. Dees?



          5                MR. DEES:  None.



          6                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Mr. Oleen?



          7                MR. OLEEN:  No.



          8                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



          9      Thank you very much.  Okay.  Jerry Binning of



         10      McDonald.  I may have the name wrong.



         11                JERRY BINNING:  You got it right.



         12                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.



         13                THE REPORTER:  Can you spell your name for



         14      me, sir?



         15                JERRY BINNING:  J-E-R-R-Y, B-I-N-N-I-N-G.



         16                (Mr. Binning was sworn.)



         17                JERRY BINNING:  I live in McDonald in



         18      Rawlins County.  I just have a problem.  I won't



         19      take up near the time these other gentlemen did, I



         20      hope.



         21                But anyway, I have just got a problem with



         22      where the lines are drawn in Rawlins County on the



         23      east side of the GMD.  They have got a little sliver



         24      there going right down our road.  And my neighbor



         25      has water wells on the east side and I have them on
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          1      the west side.  And I had the state come in there



          2      and analyze the water there for depletion -- for



          3      hampering my water right impairment.  And the state



          4      has told me that he is hampering my water rights



          5      from five to 12 percent.  And I was just wondering



          6      why I am going to -- the GMD is going to nail me for



          7      more impairment on the -- on their deal and my



          8      neighbor is not going to be in there.  That was just



          9      my opinion why that little sliver there, he wasn't



         10      included in there with the rest of us.  Because



         11      there is no other wells on east of where we are at,



         12      and south of us there is no wells for quite a ways.



         13      So I thank you for your time.



         14                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  So are you



         15      within the Groundwater Management District?



         16                JERRY BINNING:  Yes, sir.



         17                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.  But your



         18      neighbor is not?



         19                JERRY BINNING:  No, he is in the



         20      Groundwater Management District.



         21                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  He is within



         22      the GMD?



         23                JERRY BINNING:  Yes.



         24                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.  But he



         25      is within a different color on the map?
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          1                JERRY BINNING:  Right, yes.



          2                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  But you are



          3      restricted and he is not?



          4                JERRY BINNING:  Right.



          5                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.  Thank



          6      you.  Does anybody have any further questions?



          7                MR. TRASTER:  No questions.



          8                MR. DEES:  No.



          9                MR. OLEEN:  No.



         10                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         11      Thank you very much.



         12                Nathan Emig from Goodland?  Sorry if I --



         13                NATHAN EMIG:  I just have written



         14      testimony.



         15                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Oh, I am sorry.



         16      That is correct.  Thank you



         17                Mr. Friesen.  Mr. Traster, is he going to



         18      be part of your --



         19                MR. TRASTER:  Yes, sir.



         20                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Very good.



         21      Brent Meeden [sic] from Quinter?



         22                UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  Meranda.



         23                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  That is



         24      probably right.



         25                UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  He had to go.
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          1                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.  So he is



          2      not here.  All right.  Larry Schaefer?  Oh, Shultze.



          3      Are you present?  Apparently not.  Well, that is all



          4      I have.



          5                Is there anyone else who -- maybe I have



          6      missed that would like to make any public comments?



          7                JACE MOSBARGER:  I think I would.



          8                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Please come



          9      forward.  Your name, sir?



         10                JACE MOSBARGER:  Jace Mosbarger.



         11                (Mr. Mosbarger was sworn.)



         12                JACE MOSBARGER:  My address is 331



         13      Cottonwood Road, Goodland, Kansas 67735.  So I am



         14      just going to read a little bit here of what I wrote



         15      after some questions by Mr. Dees about the economic



         16      issues.



         17                Pertaining to Sheridan 6 as being stable



         18      and then implying that the trend would be carried



         19      over to the entire district, I believe, is a



         20      stretch.  As a farmer and a rancher in the district,



         21      I can speak with much confidence that our economic



         22      engine has a very different set of factors from



         23      Sheridan 6.  So far those worth mentioning are crop



         24      options and viable planting dates.



         25                Weather patterns force us to drill our



�



                                                                   140





          1      wheat in the west before harvesting corn.  This



          2      hampers our ability to rotate insurgent crops that



          3      would allow us to achieve the profitability levels



          4      they can just 60 miles east of us.



          5                Forty-five miles to our east, it has been



          6      common practice for many generations to harvest corn



          7      and then drill our wheat, like I said, allowing them



          8      crop options.



          9                We are unable to effectively reach the



         10      dairy and feeder cattle market located 90 miles to



         11      our east that sits right out their back door.  This



         12      limits our possibility of certain crop options



         13      drastically.



         14                Furthermore, rainfall intensity is not



         15      considered on the allocation map that we have seen



         16      throughout this whole deal.  The variance from



         17      county to county is rather small on the allocations



         18      because the yearly precipitation does not vary as



         19      much as we would think.



         20                However, in the west we historically



         21      receive a larger portion of the annual precipitation



         22      snow, which favors winter wheat farming, which at



         23      the moment, once you reach the negative cause of



         24      production.  Or each of our neighbors receives a



         25      larger amount of their moisture as summer rainfall.
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          1      This allows corn, milo and other feed soft



          2      production.  It also lines in with the market that



          3      they share.



          4                So I guess briefly, my biggest concern



          5      with this whole idea is that the study is over 10



          6      years old [inaudible] many times as encompassing the



          7      entire district as a whole, but I feel that it was a



          8      very micro-climate study that is now outdated and



          9      pushing 10 years old.



         10                As a concerned citizen, I would like a



         11      renewed interest and a new current study



         12      encompassing the entire district as a whole before



         13      we enact legislation to -- that will affect all of



         14      us.  That was all.



         15                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.  Thank



         16      you.  I don't have any questions.



         17                MR. TRASTER:  No questions.



         18                MR. DEES:  No.



         19                MR. OLEEN:  No.



         20                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         21      Thank you for your testimony.



         22                So is there anyone else who would like to



         23      make a public comment?  Come on forward, please.



         24                THE REPORTER:  Your name, sir?



         25                MIKE MCKENNA:  Mike McKenna.
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          1                (Mr. McKenna was sworn.)



          2                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  If you could



          3      tell us your address and a little bit about



          4      yourself.



          5                MIKE MCKENNA:  You bet.  Good afternoon.



          6      My name is Mike McKenna.  I live at Jennings, Kansas



          7      in Decatur County, which neighbors Sheridan County.



          8      And, by the way, I came here with full intentions of



          9      listening through the entire day and coming back



         10      tomorrow to make my comments.  But I understand that



         11      this hearing is a project in motion, and so I



         12      appreciate having the opportunity to address you.



         13      And, please, I apologize if I am not very well



         14      organized.



         15                My wife and I own ground that is in the



         16      GMD4, but I am not an irrigator.  I have dryland



         17      ground and pasture.  But I do represent today a



         18      client that is a landowner in GMD4, which is



         19      irrigated, and I am here to express our concerns



         20      about the proposed LEMA.



         21                Many of the concerns are similar concerns



         22      that you have already heard.  A lack of data.  Scott



         23      Ross gave a perfect example of where we could obtain



         24      additional data.  Because I have helped a client



         25      re-drill a well and we had to put in a measure tube.
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          1      You know, all it required is some additional labor



          2      work, measuring a couple of more wells.  And we are



          3      in an area where -- I don't believe any of the



          4      measurement wells are in our township.



          5                I became interested and involved in



          6      watching the development of the LEMA at the



          7      encouragement of my client.  I attended



          8      informational meetings in Hoxie and I have attended



          9      some of the GMD4 board meetings held in Colby.



         10                In 1990, I prepared a map of Sheridan



         11      County noting where the water rights were at.  And



         12      it has been my contention all along, based on that



         13      data, that a lot of the problems were due to



         14      concentration; concentration of water rights,



         15      concentration of wells.



         16                If you look at the Sheridan 6 out west of



         17      Hoxie, a lot of those sections have four wells on



         18      it.  So it is a matter of concentration.  And I



         19      still believe that if you have got more straws



         20      drinking out of the same cup, you are going to use



         21      more water.



         22                Probably the most important issue that I



         23      feel that you are going have to deal with today is



         24      what is happening to this property right.  And the



         25      KOA -- excuse me, the KLA representative gave a
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          1      perfect example, and I thank him for that.  His



          2      customer has a water right that entitled him to



          3      water 480 acres.  That property had one center pivot



          4      and two quarters of flood irrigation.  He chose, for



          5      whatever reason -- I believe he probably chose to



          6      conserve water, he was only running water through



          7      the sprinkler.  Under the current guidelines of the



          8      proposed LEMA, that is all the water that he is



          9      going to get.



         10                So what have we got to do?  We are going



         11      to farm -- that man is probably going to farm those



         12      two quarters of flood irrigation dryland.  And so --



         13      oh, and by the way, I forgot to tell you that I am a



         14      licensed appraiser working for customers throughout



         15      Western Kansas, and it is my job to estimate land



         16      values.  Some would say I am still practicing, but



         17      that is the way it is.



         18                But if that man is no longer -- does no



         19      longer have that property right, which is the



         20      irrigation water plan, then some in my profession



         21      would say the sprinkler irrigated quarter is



         22      probably irrigated ground, the two quarters that can



         23      no longer have water applied to it are something



         24      less than irrigated property.



         25                And so basically you have taken the real
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          1      property from that individual.  And it has always



          2      been my understanding if you take a right from a



          3      person, they are entitled to just compensation.  And



          4      I think that is a perfect example of taking without



          5      just compensation.



          6                With that, I would close and address any



          7      questions that you may have.



          8                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



          9      Thank you very much.  I don't have any questions.



         10                MR. TRASTER:  No questions.



         11                MR. DEES:  Really quick, Mr. McKenna, if



         12      you are comfortable.



         13                You say that you are here representing



         14      someone; is that correct?



         15                MIKE MCKENNA:  Yes.



         16                MR. DEES:  Who is that?



         17                MIKE MCKENNA:  I -- I represent the A.L.



         18      Abercrombie Marital Trust out of Wichita, Kansas.



         19                MR. DEES:  Thank you.



         20                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         21      Anything else?  All right.  Very good.  Thank you



         22      very much.



         23                Would anyone else like to make a public



         24      comment at this point?



         25                BRIAN BAALMAN:  Yes.
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          1                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Yes.  Come



          2      forward, please.  If you could start with your name



          3      and address.



          4                BRIAN BAALMAN:  I am in Menlo, Kansas.  I



          5      am a farmer --



          6                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  I would like



          7      the court reporter to swear you in.



          8                (Mr. Baalman was sworn.)



          9                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Thank you, sir.



         10                BRIAN BAALMAN:  I would like to speak



         11      maybe in opposition to Mike's testimony there.



         12                I have three quarters also with one well.



         13      But, you know, I put -- I got three pivots there.  I



         14      only run one pivot.  I can't -- I don't have enough



         15      water to run three pivots and I am -- I would almost



         16      probably say that that fellow does too, or he has



         17      just elected not to pump.



         18                But I know I have tooken full depreciation



         19      from pivots, wire, pipe.  I have built my home on



         20      this section.  And it is just the way it is; we have



         21      lost the water.  So there is them scenarios out



         22      there.



         23                And I am not in the Sheridan 6.  I border



         24      it.  I have basically learned to practice -- or



         25      learned to live without water.  I have an example
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          1      this year.  Of course, this year was an anomaly.  We



          2      have -- I have a licensed feedyard, a 10,000-head



          3      feedyard.  I am kind of neighbors to Timmerman.  I



          4      also have ownership in two other feedyards in



          5      Groundwater Management District 1.



          6                And water, to me, has become relative.



          7      You know, if you are going to want water for



          8      whatever purpose it is going to be -- and I also



          9      have property in Idaho and I have learned to deal



         10      with how that works up there.  It is -- whether you



         11      are at the end of the canal, you got free water, or



         12      you are pumping out of a pipe and you are



         13      repressurizing and paying the irrigation district



         14      for the water, repressurizing it, there is a cost to



         15      it all.  But we have learned to deal with less water



         16      in my area, and I border Sheridan 6.



         17                And as far as the stock water deal, it is



         18      a problem because I thought about expanding on my



         19      feedyard and that would be a problem.  But I know I



         20      would have to give up irrigation, which I have on



         21      myself there beside it to do it.  And I have



         22      experienced that in Groundwater Management



         23      District 1.  It is relative.  You are going to have



         24      to buy it, if you don't have it .  That is all I



         25      got.
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          1                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.  Any



          2      clarifying questions?



          3                MR. TRASTER:  No questions.



          4                MR. DEES:  No.



          5                MR. OLEEN:  No.



          6                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



          7      Thank you for your comment.



          8                Would anyone else like to make a public



          9      comment?  Yes, sir.



         10                THE REPORTER:  Your name, sir?



         11                KENT VOORHIES:  Kent Voorhies.



         12                THE REPORTER:  Can you spell your last



         13      name?



         14                KENT VOORHIES:  V, as in Victor,



         15      O-O-R-H-I-E-S.



         16                (Mr. Voorhies was sworn.)



         17                KENT VOORHIES:  My concern is -- or the



         18      concern of this whole deal is the sustainability of



         19      the Ogallala.  And basically the LEMA is put in



         20      place for this very thing.



         21                I think at the latest brochure or pamphlet



         22      put out by District Management No. 4 [sic], there



         23      was a plan to reduce pumping by a 95 percent factor,



         24      if that is correct, to help sustain across the board



         25      as far as commercial irrigation goes.  Is there any
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          1      truth to that?



          2                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Are you asking



          3      me?



          4                KENT VOORHIES:  Yes.



          5                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Well, that is



          6      not exactly how the deal is structured.  They



          7      basically provide for allocations based on the



          8      amount of depletion.  So the townships that are



          9      going down more rapidly have a lesser allocation



         10      than those that aren't -- don't have a reduction.



         11      So --



         12                KENT VOORHIES:  Well, that is kind of



         13      interesting because the brochure put out by District



         14      No. 4, I think I am in that district, was that there



         15      would have to be -- to make the sustainability



         16      factor, there would have to be a reduction over



         17      all -- over all pumping.  Am I completely off base



         18      here?



         19                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Well, I guess I



         20      can't speak to -- without seeing that information --



         21                KENT VOORHIES:  Okay.  I can bring it to



         22      you.



         23                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.  There is



         24      an opportunity for written comments.  You could



         25      present that brochure with your additional
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          1      testimony.  That would be fine.



          2                KENT VOORHIES:  I should have brought it



          3      in.  All right.  Thank you.



          4                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Thank you.  Any



          5      questions?



          6                MR. TRASTER:  No.



          7                MR. DEES:  No.



          8                MR. OLEEN:  No.



          9                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         10      Thank you.  Yes, please come on forward.



         11                THE REPORTER:  Your name, sir?



         12                STEVE ZIEGELMEIER:  I am Steve



         13      Ziegelmeier, Z-I-E-G-E-L-M-E-I-E-R.



         14                (Mr. Ziegelmeier was sworn.)



         15                STEVE ZIEGELMEIER:  I am going to give you



         16      a little bit of opinion and probably a couple of



         17      questions.



         18                I do not expect an answer obviously today,



         19      but maybe something for our crowd to think about.  I



         20      realize there is people on both sides of this issue.



         21      I want to start with -- I went to a funeral



         22      yesterday of a World War II veteran.  That was



         23      probably a more pleasant experience than it is



         24      today.  But he was a World War II veteran who flew



         25      off of aircraft carriers and he is a great American
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          1      hero.  And I just want to appreciate for a moment



          2      the fact that we can have this discussion and this



          3      process in the democratic way.  And I think we need



          4      to remember that; that no matter what side of this



          5      issue you are on, it is a privilege to live in this



          6      country and be able to have this discussion.  And



          7      almost a paradox to that, I can understand why



          8      nothing gets done in Washington.



          9                I have a couple of questions I will ask.



         10      And one is:  Does this LEMA do away with the current



         11      law, which is basically senior water right first in



         12      time, first in right?  Does it do away with that?



         13      If so, is it only for five years and at the end of



         14      this five years is it back to the way it was?  That



         15      is just a question I might have.



         16                Because if we don't have a LEMA, the



         17      current law, as I understand it, is that if someone



         18      files an impairment claim, then the Chief officer,



         19      Chief water officer, has the right to take action.



         20      And it is not with input from the board necessarily,



         21      it is what needs to be done to correct that problem.



         22      That is the law, if I understand it, currently and



         23      anyone in this room who feels that they have an



         24      impaired water right could do that.  Right or wrong,



         25      I believe that is correct.
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          1                So there is a process already in place.



          2      Sucking it dry is not an option, in my opinion, but



          3      I believe this is what concerns me.  As I listened



          4      earlier to testimony and the question was asked by,



          5      I believe, Mr. Traster.  He said I believe we all



          6      are in agreement that we need to conserve.



          7      Conservation is where we need to head.



          8                I am disturbed by that in a couple of ways



          9      because I have had people personally tell me, let's



         10      just suck it dry.  Maybe you know some folks.  To me



         11      that is not an option.  My kids are the sixth



         12      generation to be raised on this land.  Sucking it



         13      dry is not an option.  But I believe to make a



         14      blanket statement saying that we all are in this



         15      together is incorrect.  Whatever reason, whether it



         16      is an outside landlord who is in it just for some



         17      money and realizes just -- let's just suck it dry



         18      and see what happens in the next 20 years, whether



         19      it is someone who has no connection to the land and



         20      won't be here, maybe because they don't have kids



         21      that will stay in this area, I don't know.  But it



         22      scares me to death that that is some people's



         23      thoughts.  And I know that exists.  I have had



         24      people tell me that.  And it might surprise you



         25      those people who had that opinion.
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          1                If you don't believe we can suck it dry,



          2      just take a trip to Leoti.  Go down to some of the



          3      other districts where they are dealing with no



          4      water.  And I am not talking about no water to



          5      irrigate.  I am talking about house wells that are



          6      dry.



          7                So I guess I just want to challenge some



          8      thoughts today, whether you are in opposition to



          9      this LEMA the way it is proposed.  Again, it reminds



         10      me a little bit of Washington, D.C., [inaudible] the



         11      repeal and replace plan then.  If this is what you



         12      like, let's see what you want.  And this process



         13      isn't something that just started.  This has been in



         14      the works for years.  My hats off to the board.



         15      Those of you that have served on the board in the



         16      past and present, to Ray, to all of those who have



         17      worked on this process, because you are never going



         18      to please everyone.



         19                And whether the lines are drawn, I know it



         20      has been argued today and I know there is a lot of



         21      different feelings about this needs to be



         22      district-wide, and maybe it does.  Maybe we all



         23      share in this together.  Maybe this thing needs to



         24      be by the section well.  I know we have heard



         25      testimony that, hey, why isn't it?  Or whether it is
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          1      township.



          2                You know, I don't know what the right



          3      answer is there.  I know what seems maybe easiest to



          4      implement, at least making more sense to me.  But I



          5      think we have to ask the real question:  If we drag



          6      our feet and continue to do so, are we willing to go



          7      down the road like they are at Leoti, Kansas?



          8                I think it is time that we get on the ball



          9      and do something.  I think that is all I have.



         10      Thank you.



         11                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Any questions?



         12                MR. TRASTER:  No questions.



         13                MR. DEES:  No.



         14                MR. OLEEN:  No.



         15                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Seeing none,



         16      thank you very much.  All right.  Anyone else?



         17      Okay.  Seeing none, we are going to switch back to



         18      the formal stage as we started.  But I will -- when



         19      we conclude the formal stage, I will ask again if



         20      anybody wants to make a statement or even to



         21      supplement your statement based upon anything you



         22      have heard.  All right.



         23                With that, I would call Mr. Luhman back



         24      and invite Mr. Traster to continue his cross



         25      examination.
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          1                MR. TRASTER:  I would move for the



          2      admission of Exhibits D through G.



          3                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Yes.  Exhibits



          4      D through G are admitted.  I assume there is no



          5      objection of the parties to D through G?



          6                MR. DEES:  I am sorry?



          7                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Mr. Traster



          8      wants to include D through G in the record.  I guess



          9      I am just affirming that there is no objection.



         10                MR. DEES:  Yes.  No, there is no



         11      objection.



         12                MR. OLEEN:  So long as it is clear that he



         13      created them, no.



         14                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Right.  That is



         15      recorded in the record.



         16                   CONTINUED CROSS EXAMINATION



         17      BY MR. TRASTER:



         18   Q  Mr. Luhman, I will remind you you are under still



         19      under oath.



         20                Where did the 1.7 million acre-feet come



         21      from and how was that treated?



         22   A  That was a calculation that I ran.  Basically I took



         23      the reported average from the wells or groups of



         24      wells, and then I also took what their allocation



         25      would be.  And I said, okay, what is the amount of
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          1      water that would be pumped if they pumped either



          2      their LEMA allocation or their average use from '09



          3      through '15, whichever was less, and totaled up that



          4      column.



          5   Q  Okay.  So by "the allocation", you are talking about



          6      the allocation --



          7   A  Uh-huh, the proposed LEMA allocation.



          8   Q  Okay.  So the 1.7 came after the allocation?



          9   A  Yes.  Yeah.



         10   Q  Is that fair?



         11   A  Yeah.  We did the process and then came up with the



         12      number.



         13   Q  Okay.  So -- and how did you break down the



         14      percentages or what basis did you use to break down



         15      zero to a half percent, half to one, one to two and



         16      above two?



         17   A  There again, that was on the -- using the KGS



         18      section level data and combining that data for a



         19      township.



         20   Q  But how did you choose those breaking points?



         21   A  Oh, as far as those actual points?



         22   Q  Yes.



         23   A  Originally we had had it zero and then zero to one



         24      and then one to two.  And our board of directors



         25      just felt that there needed to be some break between
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          1      the zero and the one is a fact that decline rates at



          2      that lower portion -- you know, barely over zero



          3      probably were not that significant, but something



          4      above that would be.  So that was a board decision.



          5                (Marked Exhibit H.)



          6   Q  (BY MR. TRASTER)  Okay.  That is helpful.  Thank



          7      you.  I am going to hand you several exhibits.  And



          8      I have got that formula from -- this is Exhibit H, I



          9      think.  Yeah, Exhibit H.  And the formula is on the



         10      screen.



         11                But is that -- I mean, that is the formula



         12      I used to determine the reduction in the quantity --



         13      the percentage reduction.  Is that the same formula



         14      that you used?



         15   A  I don't think this is the formula that I used.  In



         16      fact, again we established the allocation amount



         17      based on the zones, as we discussed this morning,



         18      and then established that for each township



         19      depending on its color and which zone it resided in.



         20      And then that was just an amount, as you can see --



         21      or could see from the old -- from our folded map.



         22      And then we just took that amount times the reported



         23      acres, maximum reported acres, 2009 through 2015.



         24   Q  Well, what this -- I am going to switch gears on you



         25      a little bit here.  I am asking about how you
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          1      calculated the annual rate of decline starting --



          2      you start with --



          3   A  Oh, okay.  I am sorry --



          4                THE REPORTER:  Y'all are talking over each



          5      other.



          6   A  Okay.  I get you.  I know what you are talking about



          7      now.  Yeah.  I think that would be a fairly accurate



          8      formula on how I determined annual decline rate.



          9   Q  Okay.  So --



         10   A  You know, for clarification, basically what I did



         11      was I took the saturated thickness in 2015, I took



         12      saturated thickness in 2004.  I determined what that



         13      difference was, then I divided that by the saturated



         14      thickness in 2004 and that came up with a gross



         15      decline over that period of time.  And then I



         16      divided that by 11 years to come up with an annual



         17      decline.



         18   Q  Okay.  So it was a little bit different formula.



         19      You just took how much was -- how much was the



         20      decline over 11 years and divided by 11?



         21   A  Right, yeah.  I took the 11-year decline and then I



         22      come up with the annual decline and just divided it



         23      by 11.  I think your formula would come up with the



         24      same thing, I think.



         25   Q  It comes up close, but it didn't -- you know, it
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          1      depends on how many decimal points you want to go



          2      out.  Okay.



          3                So, for the record, Exhibit H contains the



          4      formula I used, for what it is worth, right or



          5      wrong.



          6                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.  And it



          7      is Mr. Luhman's testimony it is not what he used



          8      precisely?



          9                MR. TRASTER:  Yeah, that is what I am



         10      hearing.



         11                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Right.



         12                (Marked Exhibit I, Exhibit J, Exhibit K



         13      and Exhibit L.)



         14   Q  (BY MR. TRASTER)  Okay.  So I also handed you



         15      Exhibits I, J, K and L and I will represent to you



         16      that those are from the spreadsheet that I prepared



         17      that is the basis for the maps.  And what I did is



         18      in each section, that I put the color in the -- on



         19      that far last column to say -- you know, I just



         20      would point out all I am showing is that there are



         21      at least those four representative townships that



         22      have variations, and it is back to this whole



         23      question of fairness that I raised before lunch; the



         24      idea that it is not fair for water rights in



         25      townships with highly variable percentages of



�



                                                                   160





          1      depletion being lumped together.  And I am just --



          2      that is what they are worth.  I am explaining what



          3      they are and would ask that they be admitted.



          4                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  I guess I need



          5      a little help.



          6                MR. TRASTER:  Sure.



          7                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  I understand



          8      Exhibit I is the formula you used -- I am sorry,



          9      not I.  Exhibit H is the formula you used to



         10      determine the rate of decline, right?



         11                MR. TRASTER:  The percentage rate, yes.



         12                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  The percentage



         13      rate of decline, which is not exactly the same, but



         14      similar.  So then these spreadsheets, these are each



         15      for a different township; is that right?



         16                MR. TRASTER:  Right.



         17                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.



         18      Representing your calculations then using the data



         19      that Brownie Wilson provided, I presume?



         20                MR. TRASTER:  Correct.



         21                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  And using the



         22      formula to determine the rate of change and what



         23      type of township then it would fall in?



         24                MR. TRASTER:  Each of those townships on



         25      the GMD map are yellow.  But I am showing you in the
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          1      last column that there are -- that if you do those



          2      section by section you will have some yellow, some



          3      red, some blue, whatever the colors are.



          4                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.  I am



          5      with you.  So these are section calculations



          6      illustrating the variation?



          7                MR. TRASTER:  The variation within the



          8      townships.  When I showed you the map of the whole



          9      township -- of the whole district, there were



         10      townships that had various -- everything is the



         11      same, some that are different.  This is sort of the



         12      extreme example to follow along with that map.



         13                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Right.  So this



         14      is the math behind your math?



         15                MR. TRASTER:  Yes.



         16                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         17      Thank you.



         18                MR. TRASTER:  For individual townships as



         19      designated.



         20                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         21      Thank you very much.



         22   Q  (BY MR. TRASTER)  You have read Mr. -- well, you



         23      read Brownie's testimony that he gave at the prior



         24      hearing?



         25   A  Yes, I have.
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          1   Q  And it specifically says that Mr. Wilson provided



          2      you with an Excel spreadsheet and GIS files with all



          3      the sections coded and the bedrock in 2004, 2009



          4      and 2015 water table elevations.  And he says,



          5      "Because the water table elevations are based on



          6      interpolated surfaces from wells measured during



          7      each time period, the change in water table between



          8      those years and the saturated thickness can be



          9      readily computed at the PLSS section level."  You



         10      recall that testimony?



         11   A  Right, yeah.



         12   Q  So the data is validated at the section level?



         13   A  It is calculated at the section level, yes.



         14   Q  And his -- okay.  The water table between those



         15      years and the saturated thickness can be readily



         16      computed at the section level, and that is what



         17      you -- that is the data you used?



         18   A  Yeah.



         19   Q  Very good.  Thank you.



         20   A  Yeah, that is correct.



         21   Q  Now, if you do a -- if you have a section or a well



         22      and you have got 10 feet of saturated thickness at



         23      the beginning of a period and eight at the end, you



         24      come up with a percent decline.  And that is what



         25      you did and what I did using maybe slightly
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          1      different areas -- but if you have a well that has a



          2      hundred foot of saturated thickness and 80 at -- a



          3      hundred at the beginning and 80 at the end, it is



          4      the same percentage as 10 to eight, correct?



          5   A  That is correct.



          6   Q  And if you have a thousand foot of saturated



          7      thickness, wouldn't we love that, reduced to 800



          8      [sic], it is still the same percentage?



          9   A  The same percentage.



         10   Q  So in areas where you have got greater saturated



         11      thickness, you have got a much longer life?



         12   A  Yeah, that is correct.  That is one reason that we



         13      used the percentage value versus just feet of



         14      decline or something like that.



         15   Q  And you took the 15 -- the saturated thickness that



         16      was 15 feet or less out of the equation because at



         17      that point it is -- it is not helpful?  I mean, when



         18      you have got less than that, it is -- because I



         19      think I said self-limiting.  I don't know if you



         20      agree with me or not, but --



         21   A  Yeah.



         22   Q  -- it is self-limiting, isn't it?



         23   A  Yes, it is.  And, again, it is like I said before.



         24      You know, it doesn't take very much of a decline in



         25      a 15-foot or less saturated thickness area to become
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          1      a heck of a percentage.



          2   Q  Agreed.



          3                MR. TRASTER:  Let's mark this.



          4                THE REPORTER:  This is Exhibit M.



          5                MR. TRASTER:  And let's just mark this as



          6      M1 because they go together.



          7                (Marked Exhibit M, Exhibit M1.)



          8   Q  (BY MR. TRASTER)  I am going to hand you what has



          9      been marked Exhibits M and M1.  Have you seen that



         10      map or maps like that before?



         11   A  I have seen something similar to this, yes, sir.



         12   Q  Okay.  And can you tell us -- I mean, I am handing



         13      that to you out of the blue here, but can you tell



         14      us what it is?



         15   A  Basically this is -- it is a little bit dated, but



         16      it is based on groundwater trends from 2000 to 2005



         17      and a minimum saturated thickness required to



         18      support a 400-gallon-a-minute well.  It gives the



         19      estimated usable lifetime until 400 gallons per



         20      minute over the district.



         21   Q  Right.  And the legend that you have in your hand, I



         22      mean it goes from already depleted to, what,



         23      250 years?



         24   A  Over 250 years.



         25   Q  And there are areas in GMD4 that you have got over
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          1      250 years of saturated thickness available before



          2      you get to the point -- I agree it is dated.  This



          3      is over 10 years old already.  But at that time, you



          4      had over 250 years in some cases.  And what is the



          5      next category down?



          6   A  101 to 250 is the -- kind of the light green.  There



          7      are some big areas on that also.



          8   Q  Okay.  And so you have got water rights that were



          9      granted to people based on the factors that we



         10      discussed this morning in areas where there is a



         11      very long period of water availability and you have



         12      got areas that are already depleted --



         13   A  Yes.



         14   Q  -- for practical purposes within the district?  But



         15      they are all treated, except for those areas that



         16      have 15 feet or less of saturated thickness,



         17      excluding those, but all the other water rights are



         18      treated exactly the same under this plan?



         19   A  They are to the extent that the -- they are in the



         20      same decline category.  Let's put it that way.  So,



         21      you know -- yeah, if you have got -- I think we have



         22      got some areas up there that has got 200 feet of



         23      saturated thickness, yeah, that was a good one.  But



         24      if their decline rate -- now, that could take a



         25      two-foot decline in that area to equal a six-inch
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          1      decline in some others.  But from that standpoint,



          2      yes, they are all treated equally.



          3   Q  Okay.  So you have got areas that are going to be --



          4      that under your program they are going to be



          5      depleted much faster than other areas, correct?



          6   A  Yeah, that is right.



          7   Q  But your view and the board's view here is that



          8      everybody needs to take the same reductions across



          9      the whole district, even though there is plenty of



         10      water for uses in portions of the district?



         11   A  Well, to a certain extent.  Although the allocation



         12      amounts are the same in different areas.  You have



         13      also got to realize that -- again, like I said, a



         14      two-foot decline up there where I have got 150 foot



         15      of water is not near what two foot is in an area



         16      where I have got 50.  So, you know, those decline



         17      categories do change.



         18                But if you are -- if, in fact, you are



         19      declining at two foot a year even though you have



         20      got, what, maybe over a hundred years left on that,



         21      you still got that decline.  And so that would -- we



         22      would suppose that that would continue for quite



         23      some time until you start to see reductions in well



         24      use.



         25   Q  Right.  But isn't the whole point of this to stop --
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          1      I mean to preserve this for -- preserve the area of



          2      the district for a long period of time?



          3   A  Well, it is not -- it is not an effort to put the



          4      district at a sustainable level.  It is an effort to



          5      reduce the decline rate and extend the life of the



          6      aquifer.  But there is a lot of difference between



          7      reaching sustainability and doing what we are



          8      proposing to do.



          9   Q  Well, you heard some testimony earlier about -- and



         10      I am not sure what it means, but I heard the guy



         11      say, well, it takes 90 percent.  And the way I



         12      interpreted that is you would have a 90-percent



         13      reduction to get to sustainable.  Is that -- I mean,



         14      I don't know.  I am guessing.  Is that right?



         15   A  I don't -- I don't think it is that high.  And I



         16      don't know for sure what article he was referencing.



         17   Q  I am not either.  I am --



         18   A  I just -- I know basically from the newest



         19      calculated data we have got up here, we probably



         20      recharge about 165,000 acre-foot a year on average



         21      and we will pump anywhere from 3 to 500,000



         22      acre-foot a year, you know, pumpage.



         23   Q  Okay.  Well --



         24                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Mr. Traster,



         25      are you going to move onto a new subject?  Because
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          1      there is a little bit of that last discussion I



          2      didn't follow.



          3                MR. TRASTER:  All right.



          4                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  You two seem to



          5      understand each other, but I didn't.  And I might



          6      reading the transcript, but -- so obviously there is



          7      different saturated thicknesses in different areas,



          8      but they treat a rate of decline the same no matter



          9      if it is 40 feet of saturated thickness remaining or



         10      a hundred feet, right?  We are looking at the rate



         11      of decline to determine the allocation?



         12                MR. TRASTER:  Right.  That is my



         13      understanding.



         14                RAY LUHMAN:  That is correct.



         15                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  So I guess,



         16      what was the point I was supposed to get from the



         17      questioning that you made to Mr. Luhman?



         18                MR. TRASTER:  That if you are trying to



         19      preserve this aquifer for the long term, there is no



         20      indication whether we are trying to preserve it for



         21      20 years or 50 years or a hundred years or 200.



         22      That if you have got a minimum amount of saturated



         23      thickness, you are treating that area -- you know,



         24      it makes sense to me to conserve.  And I am not



         25      suggesting that I agree with the approach.  But it



�



                                                                   169





          1      makes sense to me to conserve in that -- the drive



          2      to conserve in those areas ought to be -- is more



          3      important or more compelling than where you have got



          4      250 years of saturated thickness.  I mean, why is it



          5      that we have a district-wide LEMA back -- so as



          6      Scott Ross was saying, this is designed -- the LEMA



          7      process was never designed for a district-wide



          8      approach.



          9                RAY LUHMAN:  I disagree with Mr. Scott



         10      Ross on that in the fact that I think the



         11      development of each township based on its own



         12      depletion criteria or depletion rate in there does,



         13      in effect, establish local aquifer subunits.  So he



         14      and I disagree on that.



         15                MR. TRASTER:  Well, I understand that it



         16      develops those.  But it develops those based on



         17      lines that are more artificial than the lines he



         18      described for the high -- the high -- whatever the



         19      term --



         20                RAY LUHMAN:  Oh, the high priority areas?



         21                MR. TRASTER:  High priority areas.  But, I



         22      mean, I am not here to debate it.  I was just trying



         23      to -- well, I guess I am.  But I was trying to



         24      explain.  My point is that the district-wide LEMA



         25      treats different situations the same, rather than



�



                                                                   170





          1      allocating or looking at the specifics of a



          2      particular area.



          3                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



          4      Thank you.



          5                MR. TRASTER:  Did I answer your question?



          6                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Yes, I think



          7      so.  What is the date of that map?



          8                MR. LUHMAN:  It is based on groundwater



          9      trends from 2000 to 2005.  Let's see.  I don't see a



         10      date on that.  It is a fairly old map, but it is --



         11      you know, it still brings across the point, I think.



         12   Q  (BY MR. TRASTER)  Let me just -- it is just an



         13      excerpt of a map, of a bigger map.  I didn't want to



         14      produce the whole thing because it -- anyway, that



         15      is -- I will provided the larger map to counsel.



         16                MR. TRASTER:  So I think I moved for the



         17      admission of H through L, and I am -- but I don't --



         18      did you admit those or not admit them?



         19                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  I don't think



         20      we have dealt with them, so let's deal with them.



         21                MR. DEES:  Have we gone -- maybe I missed



         22      it, but I don't think we have gone over any of the



         23      information in L through K [sic] at this point.



         24                MR. TRASTER:  Well, I just explained that



         25      they are representative.  They are just
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          1      illustrations of particular townships.



          2                MR. DEES:  Okay.



          3                MR. TRASTER:  And they just show that they



          4      are treated -- the color coding in the last column



          5      is the same color coding as on the map that is



          6      Exhibit, whatever it is.  And I am just -- they are



          7      just to follow onto that map to show that there is



          8      variation in these four townships, instead of them



          9      being homogenous.



         10                MR. DEES:  Sure.  And really just a



         11      question, one other question about these.



         12               REDIRECT EXAMINATION OF RAY LUHMAN



         13      BY MR. DEES:



         14   Q  Did you take out the 15 feet of --



         15   A  No.



         16   Q  -- saturated thickness?  So that is still in this



         17      data?



         18   A  If it is -- to the extent that it is relevant, yes.



         19      I didn't know to do that.



         20                MR. DEES:  All right.  Then I don't see



         21      any reason that can't be admitted, with those



         22      comments.



         23                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.



         24      Mr. Oleen?



         25                MR. OLEEN:  What was the purpose of these



�



                                                                   172





          1      excerpts?  Did you go over this first page?



          2                MR. TRASTER:  No.  Those are just excerpts



          3      out of the -- I didn't -- I wanted to make sure I



          4      was using the proper formula.  And the excerpts are



          5      all instances where it says it is based on the



          6      annual rate of decline for the period in



          7      percentages.  And so these are just excerpts out of



          8      the GMD management plan and -- at the bottom from



          9      the map attached to the plan, to make sure that it



         10      was clear that that is the language from the plan



         11      that I used to come up with this idea that is the



         12      annual rate of decline formula.



         13                MR. OLEEN:  I have no objection then.



         14                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.  So



         15      they are admitted, noting that Mr. Traster's



         16      calculation using his method to determine the annual



         17      rate of decline, not dealing with the 15-feet



         18      minimum saturated thickness and the variability in



         19      the sections.



         20                MR. TRASTER:  Right.  It is for what they



         21      are worth.



         22                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Thank you.  And



         23      then also we have got Exhibit M here.  Any



         24      objections to that?



         25                MR. DEES:  I haven't seen that, but --
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          1                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.  Why



          2      don't we take a look at it here.  So do you still



          3      have areas that the method says have 250 years of



          4      life?



          5                RAY LUHMAN:  I would think we do in a few



          6      areas.



          7                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Just because



          8      there is little development in --



          9                RAY LUHMAN:  There is very little



         10      development is the main reason on that.  And we have



         11      got some areas that have some fairly substantial



         12      saturated thickness, yet it has very little



         13      development in it.



         14                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         15      So what was the consensus?



         16                MR. OLEEN:  Well, it appears that those



         17      maps were created by someone who is here to testify.



         18                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Sure.



         19                MR. OLEEN:  So we would -- I think the



         20      consensus is we agreed to -- let's hold off on



         21      actually formally admitting them until a little bit



         22      can be discussed by the creator.



         23                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         24      That is fine.  Since he is here, we will do that.



         25      Thank you.
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          1                MR. TRASTER:  I have a question, Mr. Chief



          2      Engineer.



          3                At the beginning of your opening



          4      discussion, did you say that the plan was provided



          5      to the public at those public meetings?  Is that --



          6      do you -- I don't remember what you said about



          7      whether the plan -- it was provided -- Mr. Luhman



          8      testified that it wasn't; it was public record.  It



          9      could have been available, but --



         10                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Yeah.  Well,



         11      good question.  My recollection of what I said, I



         12      was basically giving a little bit of background with



         13      respect to my involvement.  And I did reference



         14      the -- I think it was February of 2016 -- annual



         15      meeting that I attended where they discussed the



         16      LEMA proposal.  If I said they presented a plan, I



         17      didn't mean a detailed plan.  I meant an overview of



         18      what they were thinking.



         19                MR. TRASTER:  All right.



         20                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  That is my



         21      recollection, anyway.



         22                MR. TRASTER:  That is fine.  I just wanted



         23      to make sure the record is clear that the plan



         24      itself, the written details, weren't available to



         25      the general public without doing an open records
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          1      request until later and --



          2                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.



          3                MR. LUHMAN:  And he is right in the fact



          4      that there was a map provided at those meetings, but



          5      the -- "X" number of pages of the proposal itself



          6      was not available.



          7                MR. TRASTER:  Sure.  I just wanted to make



          8      sure we were clear about that.



          9                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Now,



         10      Mr. Traster -- and actually I was going to let you



         11      finish your cross examination before I got my



         12      questions.  But I was going to ask the GMD to



         13      provide in the comment period that follows, I guess



         14      I would like to know, you know, what was presented



         15      at each -- at the annual meeting I referenced as



         16      well as their public outreach meetings.  I think it



         17      would be helpful to see what was presented.  But,



         18      again, my recollection is you did present the



         19      previous version of that map.



         20                MR. LUHMAN:  Right.



         21                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  But I will ask



         22      the GMD to provide --



         23                MR. TRASTER:  Yeah.  I have asked for that



         24      too, but it is just -- the timing has been bad



         25      and --
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          1                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Sure.



          2                MR. TRASTER:  -- I am sure it is on its



          3      way.



          4                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Right.  Okay.



          5             FURTHER CROSS EXAMINATION OF RAY LUHMAN



          6      BY MR. TRASTER:



          7   Q  In some earlier testimony you -- maybe in your



          8      original testimony -- you indicated that the



          9      Sheridan 6 LEMA, that preliminary indications are



         10      that income or production or whatever it is, is



         11      sustainable or on par.  I mean, I don't want to



         12      mischaracterize what you said.



         13   A  Yeah.  What Dr. Golden has found, and he has gone



         14      through now I believe four years of data -- of



         15      course, 2017 is just finishing up.  But his



         16      preliminary assessment at the end of 2016 shows the



         17      profitability within Sheridan 6 remaining basically



         18      the same as that on the area -- just the fringe area



         19      surrounding Sheridan 6.



         20   Q  Right.  But you have also said publicly that



         21      during -- that you have had quite a lot more



         22      precipitation over the last two or three years?



         23   A  I know we have had -- at least two of those four



         24      years, I would say, were at or above normal precip.



         25   Q  And we know that the drought is coming again, right?
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          1   A  Yeah.



          2   Q  And that the data could change based on the fact



          3      that we had a climate change -- climate cycles?  I



          4      didn't say that -- strike "climate change".  But we



          5      had cyclical drought?



          6   A  I would agree.



          7   Q  So the jury is still out on the question of whether



          8      the Sheridan 6 LEMA is going to -- will be at



          9      long-term profitability --



         10   A  I don't know if the jury is still out, but that is a



         11      fairly short period of time to be doing a study like



         12      that.



         13   Q  Okay.  So there was some discussion about water use



         14      between 2009 and 2015, and that is what you are



         15      basing this -- I mean, you are looking at acres from



         16      2009 to 2015 and then multiplying that times the



         17      number of inches you got?



         18   A  Right.  We selected the maximum number of acres



         19      reported irrigated in that 2009 through 2015 period.



         20   Q  And there was an example mentioned of three quarter



         21      sections, but only one of them had been watered



         22      during that period.  And so you would only get the



         23      130, or whatever acres, that were under that center



         24      pivot system that would be -- that allocation would



         25      be based on that 130 --
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          1   A  If --



          2   Q  So what about CRP or other programs?  Where do



          3      you --



          4   A  Basically there is a provision, I don't know how



          5      well it is written in there, but through that appeal



          6      process someone that has either been in CRP,



          7      Equip [phon], you know, there is several programs



          8      out there where they idle land, we can go back in --



          9      if they are going to put that land back into



         10      production through all or part of that LEMA period,



         11      we can assign them an amount based upon probably



         12      their last reported acreage before they went into



         13      that program.



         14   Q  That are reduced by the number of years.  I mean, it



         15      would be the inches per acre times three years or



         16      four years --



         17   A  Right.



         18   Q  -- or one year depending on when they brought it



         19      back in, correct?



         20   A  Yes, sir, I agree with you.



         21   Q  So the situation where it wasn't in a program but



         22      just wasn't irrigated, is that subject to that?



         23   A  You know, I personally know about the individual



         24      that Aaron is talking about.



         25   Q  Okay.
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          1   A  That land has changed hands.  He failed to tell you



          2      that the individual that was doing all of this



          3      conservation -- which he wasn't, he was just old and



          4      didn't irrigate anymore -- but that land has sold.



          5      And I think under that set of the circumstances, I



          6      don't know that we would go back and say, okay, back



          7      in 1974 you irrigated all this other land.



          8   Q  He didn't fail to tell me that.  He did tell me



          9      that, just not here.



         10   A  Okay.



         11   Q  Okay.  So for whatever reason -- so putting it in a



         12      CRP program is conservation, but just being old



         13      isn't conservation?



         14   A  Correct.



         15   Q  Now, that is -- you are discriminating against, you



         16      know, guys like you and me.



         17   A  (Witness indicated.)



         18   Q  So --



         19   A  And I do need to say on that, too.  I think -- you



         20      know, on that appeal process, I think where he met



         21      with the staff first, I don't think I would give him



         22      those extra acres.  But that still gives him the



         23      ability to meet with my board of directors.  And if



         24      they can make a compelling argument there, then we



         25      can change those acres.
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          1   Q  All right.  So if -- but what about CRP?  If I have



          2      got CRP, am I automatically back in or is that still



          3      subject to the board's decision?



          4   A  I think on any type of a government program to set



          5      aside whatever you have got, if it is an official



          6      government program, I think you are automatically



          7      back in, or you would be under my estimation.



          8   Q  Well, does the plan say that or does it not?  I



          9      mean, I --



         10   A  It doesn't really -- it doesn't really speak to



         11      that, I don't think.



         12   Q  So it is not clear?



         13   A  I have got to check, but it may not be.



         14   Q  Well, you have given me -- sorry.



         15                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Well, if you



         16      are looking at the plan allocations, Number 1, for



         17      water rights and royalty, Equip [phon] or AWEP



         18      [phon], that will be coming out, the allocation



         19      quantity shall be set by the annual allocation for



         20      only the remaining years.  It seems to be pretty --



         21   Q  (BY MR. TRASTER)  So it is straightforward; it shall



         22      come back in?



         23   A  Right.



         24   Q  All right.  Back to the map that is in



         25      Attachment 1 to the GMD LEMA plan.  And I want you
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          1      to pay attention or focus on the two red townships.



          2      One in Zone 6 that is 13.2 inches times five years.



          3      And then on the west end, 14.5 inches times five



          4      years.  But the plan says in Section K, 1K, that



          5      there will be no more than a 25 percent reduction



          6      except when there is an 18-inch cap.



          7                So there is no 18-inch cap for the red



          8      townships?



          9   A  We do have a situation, at least in 941, where some



         10      of those water rights pumped in excess of 24 to 26



         11      inches every year.  And we are going to reduce those



         12      down to 18 inches per acre, even though that is



         13      bigger than a 25 percent reduction.



         14   Q  Okay.  The plan doesn't say that though, does it?



         15   A  Yes, it does, sir.



         16   Q  Where does it say that?



         17   A  Where it says we will not reduce anyone over



         18      25 percent except for those being reduced to the



         19      18-inch maximum.



         20   Q  Right.  And so that is in Section 1K.  But these are



         21      not being reduced to the 18-inch maximum?



         22   A  No.  It goes on to say that -- let's see, 1K.  Okay.



         23      The LEMA allocation will not reduce water users by



         24      greater than 25 percent except for those being



         25      reduced to an 18-inch per acre per year cap.  No



�



                                                                   182





          1      LEMA allocations within areas of decline greater



          2      than 0.5 percent will receive an allocation in



          3      excess of 18 inches per year.  This amount -- these



          4      amounts apply to those water rights in red, yellow



          5      and purple townships.



          6   Q  Where are you reading from?



          7   A  From my testimony.



          8   Q  Okay.  But I am not interested in your testimony.  I



          9      am interested in the plan.



         10   A  Okay.  That says no water right shall be reduced by



         11      more than 25 percent of their average historical



         12      pumpage based on years 2009 through 2015 unless it



         13      would allow a quantity of water over 18 inches per



         14      acre to be pumped.



         15   Q  Okay.



         16   A  I think that is fairly clear.



         17   Q  Where are you, what section?



         18   A  Let's see.  That is in Attachment 1.  It is actually



         19      on Page 17 of 45 of my testimony, 10K.



         20                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  So it is in --



         21      yeah, Page 17 of 45, which is -- it is the second



         22      page of the proposal and it is Section 1,



         23      Subsection K is what you are reading from, correct?



         24                MR. LUHMAN:  Yes, sir.



         25                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.
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          1   Q  (BY MR. TRASTER)  Okay.  So the folks in 941 who



          2      had, for instance, two or two and a half acre-foot



          3      water rights are going to get reduced to 18 inches?



          4   A  Right.  And that is not water rights; that is what



          5      they have actually pumped.  And what I did under



          6      those is I went in and said, okay, what is your



          7      average -- I don't remember what -- average or



          8      maximum pumpage through that year.  I took



          9      25 percent of that.  That was the value.  Then I got



         10      14.2 or the 14.5 inch and set that as a value.  And



         11      we took whichever one would have been the greater of



         12      those two, provided -- but a max of 18.



         13   Q  All right.  So the 14.5 is the low end, but it can



         14      go up to 18?



         15   A  Yes.



         16   Q  All right.  I am just trying to make sure I



         17      understood how that worked.



         18                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  And now I want



         19      to make sure I understand how it works.  All right.



         20      So in the purple townships we have got the 18-inch



         21      max, right?



         22                RAY LUHMAN:  Right.



         23                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  So in those



         24      townships, there could be some water right holders



         25      that will experience a reduction of more than
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          1      25 percent?



          2                RAY LUHMAN:  Yes.  They are going back to



          3      the 18-inch max on that and they pumped whatever,



          4      you know, 20.4, whatever that figure would be.



          5                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.  But in



          6      in the red townships that they started --



          7      Mr. Traster started with, they are going to get this



          8      allocation, but you are going to do a check, you are



          9      going to compare the historic use -- well, I assume



         10      the average of 2009 to 2015, right?  You are going



         11      to come up with a value and make sure their



         12      allocation is not reduced -- you are going to make



         13      sure they are not cut more than 25 percent in



         14      setting their allocation?



         15                RAY LUHMAN:  Except if they are going to



         16      get reduced to a maximum of 18 inches.  And in some



         17      cases, that will result in a higher than 25 percent



         18      reduction.



         19                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Right.  But



         20      those are only the purple townships?



         21                MR. LUHMAN:  No.  Every township -- no



         22      township will pump more than 18 inches per acre.  In



         23      some cases, in 941, although that is only a



         24      14.5-inch township, I have actual usage in the 26,



         25      27-inch range.  I am going to reduce those back to
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          1      18 inches.



          2                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  So 941 is which



          3      township?  What color is it?



          4                RAY LUHMAN:  It is the red township in



          5      Sherman County.  It is the one over here on the



          6      left.



          7                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.  So that



          8      is a red township.  They should get an allocation of



          9      the 50 percent NIR -- well, actually 14.5?



         10                RAY LUHMAN:  14.5, yeah.



         11                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Right.  So



         12      aren't you -- where does the 18-inch come into that



         13      red township?



         14                RAY LUHMAN:  Well, normally what would --



         15      let's say that we have this individual that is



         16      pumping 25 or 26 inches.  He would have got reduced



         17      to 14.5.  But we said we are not going to reduce him



         18      more than 25 percent except in the case when that



         19      reduction takes you down to 18 inches.  And from 25



         20      inches down to 18 inches is bigger than a 25 percent



         21      reduction.



         22                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.  Thank



         23      you.



         24   Q  (BY MR. TRASTER)  So a water user in township 941 or



         25      in township 830 who conserved, who spent -- who
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          1      didn't pump 25, 26, 27 inches, gets reduced to 13.2



          2      and 14.5?



          3   A  Yes.



          4   Q  But a producer who didn't try to conserve gets



          5      reduced just to 18?



          6   A  Yes, sir.



          7   Q  And you heard Mr. Pop -- Popelka, a good friend of



          8      mine, cite 82a-1041(a) that says that you have to



          9      give consideration to people who have conserved,



         10      right?



         11   A  Yes.



         12   Q  So when you submitted your plan to the Chief



         13      Engineer -- the process is you submit your plan to



         14      the Chief Engineer and he looks at it and makes a



         15      determination about those factors 1 through 6,



         16      right?  And once he says, yeah, that all complies,



         17      then you have your first hearing, which we have



         18      heard that Connie was the -- Ms. Owen was the



         19      Hearing Officer.



         20                What evidence did you provide to the Chief



         21      Engineer to support the -- he has made a finding



         22      that this treats people who conserved, gives them



         23      favorable consideration?  What evidence did you



         24      provide to support that when that example, at least,



         25      is not -- doesn't appear to be the case?
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          1   A  I don't recall.



          2   Q  Did you provide any evidence?



          3   A  I think we did, but it would be in -- it would be in



          4      the record of that first hearing, but I don't



          5      remember for sure what that was.



          6   Q  All right.  Very good.  You would agree with me,



          7      though, that people who, in those two townships that



          8      we have been discussing, the red ones on your map --



          9      I mean, if they produced -- or pumped less water



         10      table they were attempting to conserve are being



         11      treated worse than people who pumped the heck out of



         12      their wells?



         13   A  I think there is that possibility.



         14   Q  Thank you.  Again, Mr. Popelka pointed out that --



         15      or suggested that the quantities -- the reductions



         16      be based on a percentage of the authorized quantity



         17      rather than looking back at acreage.



         18                But you have looked at acreage irrigated



         19      during this period of 2009 to 2015 and you have



         20      based that -- you have based the reductions on those



         21      acres.  What analysis did you do to determine that



         22      that was the important approach?  I mean, why -- did



         23      you look at allocations based purely on authorized



         24      quantities and determine that that wasn't going to



         25      work some way?
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          1   A  Yeah.  I think through the process we had looked at,



          2      you know, what both were the authorized quantity of



          3      water rights and what were the authorized place of



          4      use.



          5   Q  Right.



          6   A  The acreage for a water right.  And it was the



          7      board's determination on that that we were better



          8      off using recent past historic usage as we were



          9      going back to the base water right.



         10   Q  All right.  And I am just asking you, you know, what



         11      difference that made.  I mean, did you look at the



         12      quantity that --



         13   A  Actually we did -- I did not go back and do a big



         14      analysis on what would have happened if we would



         15      have gone against authorized acres.  It would -- you



         16      know, it is just intuitive that we would have had to



         17      go a little bit less on our allocations if, in fact,



         18      we were going to use entire places of use.



         19   Q  Well --



         20   A  And one example of that would be, I would say a



         21      majority of the water rights up here at least cover



         22      the full quarter section, 160 acres.  And we are --



         23      you know, everybody is irrigating with a pivot now,



         24      so that is going to run 120 to 125 acres.  So right



         25      there, you are figuring your allocation then based
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          1      on actual irrigated acres and not those corners.



          2   Q  So your concern is that you have got a quarter



          3      section that was -- that was flood irrigated and the



          4      authorized quantities based on flood, but they are



          5      now center pivots and you want to multiple by 130 or



          6      whatever acres rather than 160 and -- but what



          7      percentage of those water rights -- I mean, I have



          8      seen a lot of water rights that were authorized for



          9      160 acres, but they were only perfected for 130.



         10      And so because of the acre-feet per acre



         11      limitations, the quantities were reduced when the



         12      certificate was issued based on acre-feet per acre



         13      during the perfection period.  I mean, is that not



         14      what is going on here?



         15   A  I don't know that as far as the place of use being



         16      reduced through the certificate that we have that



         17      many of those -- is that what you are getting at?



         18   Q  No.  The place of use isn't reduced; they will still



         19      issue a certificate for --



         20   A  Not anymore.  They will only issue it for the land



         21      that was actually irrigated.



         22   Q  Well, okay.  But I have looked at a hundred water



         23      rights --



         24   A  Well, I have looked at thousands of them.  So --



         25   Q  What is that?
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          1   A  I said I have looked at a thousand of them and --



          2   Q  I bet you have.  All I am saying is that often the



          3      place of use is 160 acres.  The quantity is based on



          4      130 acres.  And I don't -- the water rights I have



          5      looked at are not -- very many of them in this



          6      district.



          7                And so I am asking you whether those



          8      perfected quantities, certified quantities, are



          9      based on 160 acres or 130, generally, in this area?



         10   A  Boy, you know, that is all over the place.  You



         11      know, a lot of the area water rights would have been



         12      based on full quarters and -- you know, we have got



         13      a lot of 320 acre-foot water rights out there for



         14      160 acres which, you know, hasn't been pumped for



         15      years.  So -- and, you know, looking at the



         16      authorized quantity of water rights, you know, an



         17      example I could give you there is we have got



         18      probably 845,000 acre-foot appropriated out to



         19      irrigate right now.  And we probably in 2012, which



         20      was an extremely dry year, pumped about 500,000.  So



         21      you can see that we are not coming anywhere close to



         22      pumping our appropriated amounts anymore.



         23   Q  Sure.



         24   A  So that is another reason that we decided to go on



         25      recent past pumpage.



�



                                                                   191





          1   Q  Okay.  Thank you.  I am just trying to understand



          2      what you did.



          3                MR. TRASTER:  I am reluctant to say this,



          4      but I don't have any further questions at this time.



          5                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



          6      Mr. Dees, would you like to ask any sort of



          7      redirect, more or less?



          8                MR. DEES:  I would, Mr. Chief Engineer,



          9      although it is 2:50 and I don't know if the court



         10      reporter would like to take a break at this point,



         11      and I think this would be a natural stopping point.



         12                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.  We can



         13      do that.  We can take a 15-minute break.  We will



         14      return at 3:05.



         15                (Recess taken at 2:47 p.m.  Resumed at



         16      3:04 p.m.)



         17                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  You can call



         18      your next witness now.



         19                MR. DEES:  I think I am going to ask



         20      Mr. Luhman just a couple of questions.



         21                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Oh, I am sorry.



         22      You are right.  And I have a couple of questions for



         23      Mr. Luhman as well.



         24            FURTHER DIRECT EXAMINATION OF RAY LUHMAN



         25      BY MR. DEES:
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          1   Q  These questions are going to try to track a little



          2      bit with the pathway that Mr. Traster laid out,



          3      although that path has been quite long so it may



          4      deviate somewhat.



          5                Just really quickly, Mr. Luhman, can you



          6      explain the difference between an appropriated right



          7      and a vested right?



          8   A  Yeah.  Basically a vested right, by Kansas law, was



          9      a water right that was in existence in, I believe,



         10      1945 when the Kansas Water Appropriation Act was



         11      passed, and so they were given preferential



         12      treatment at that time.



         13                An appropriated right is anything that was



         14      done through the current Water Appropriation Act.



         15   Q  And the appropriated right can be subject to



         16      additional regulation; is that correct?



         17   A  As we understand it, yes.



         18                MR. TRASTER:  Objection.  It misstates the



         19      law.



         20                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  I am sorry?



         21                MR. TRASTER:  It is a misstatement of the



         22      law, for the record.



         23                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.  Thank



         24      you.



         25   Q  (BY MR. DEES)  Okay.  Just real quick to clean up
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          1      the request for the modification.  It seems to me



          2      like Mr. Popelka also had some suggestion



          3      modifications as well.  Mr. Popelka had come to the



          4      GMD4 board with a proposed modification; is that



          5      correct?



          6   A  I don't recall if he came with proposed



          7      modifications, but he did come to the board with his



          8      concerns about the way that stock water was being



          9      handled under the current proposal.



         10   Q  Okay.  And based on that, the GMD4 board requested



         11      that this modification occur, correct?



         12   A  Yes.



         13   Q  And not that the plan be resubmitted to the Chief



         14      Engineer in its entirety, but that the Chief



         15      Engineer simply consider that in making an order of



         16      decision?



         17   A  Yes.



         18   Q  Okay.  And so looking at the statute, that would



         19      have been a modification proposed under



         20      82a-1041(d)(4), which allows the Chief Engineer to



         21      change the plan but not impose reductions in



         22      groundwater withdrawal, but exceed those contained



         23      in the plan, correct?



         24   A  Yes.



         25   Q  Okay.  And the proposal, does it impose reductions
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          1      in the groundwater withdrawal that exceed those



          2      contained in the actual proposed plan?



          3   A  No.  Actually it is more lenient.



          4   Q  Okay.  And so it is under that section that the



          5      board is asking that that modification be made?



          6   A  Yes.



          7   Q  Okay.  And then that would be resubmitted to the



          8      board where we can, you know, presume that that



          9      would be accepted?



         10   A  Yes.



         11   Q  Okay.  And if that was presumptuous of me, I



         12      apologize to my board members.  And, again, this is



         13      just to kind of clear up the record early on.



         14                Mr. Luhman, is it your belief -- and I



         15      have a memorandum here from November 7th, 2016 I am



         16      reading from -- that the informational meetings



         17      about this LEMA were held on November 29th, 2016



         18      actually here in the Colby City Limits Convention



         19      Center; on November 30th, 2016 at the Northwest Tech



         20      Community Hall [sic] in Goodland, Kansas; on



         21      December 1st, 2016 at the Cheyenne County 4H



         22      Building in St. Francis, Kansas; and on December



         23      5th, 2016 at the Hoxie Elks Lodge in Hoxie, Kansas?



         24   A  That is right.



         25   Q  Okay.  Kind of moving on.  Is the LEMA statute under
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          1      K.S.A. 82a-1041 also a public policy of the state of



          2      Kansas at this time?



          3   A  Yes.  You know, it was passed by the legislature, so



          4      it also is Kansas state law.



          5   Q  And I believe -- I may get my section number wrong,



          6      but I also believe 82a-702, that designates the use



          7      of the water to all the people in the state of



          8      Kansas and gives the Chief Engineer the authority to



          9      regulate and control that use; is that also part of



         10      the public policy of the state of Kansas?



         11   A  Well, yes, it would be.  I mean, that is part of the



         12      Water Appropriation Act.



         13   Q  Okay.  And under 82a-1020, is it also the policy of



         14      the state of Kansas that the creation of groundwater



         15      management districts occur because they recognized a



         16      need existed for the creation of special districts



         17      for the proper management of groundwater resources



         18      for the state, for the conservation of groundwater



         19      resources for the prevention of economic



         20      deterioration, for associated endeavors with the



         21      state of Kansas through the stabilization of



         22      agriculture, and to secure of Kansas -- to secure



         23      for Kansas the benefit of its fertile soil and



         24      favorable location?



         25   A  Yes.
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          1   Q  Okay.  So in your opinion, it is the public policy



          2      of the state of Kansas to allow a LEMA to come into



          3      existence, correct?



          4   A  It is in my opinion, yes, sir.



          5                MR. TRASTER:  Calls for a legal



          6      conclusion.



          7                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  I am sorry?



          8                MR. TRASTER:  It calls for a legal



          9      conclusion that he is not qualified to give.



         10                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Objection



         11      noted.



         12   Q  (BY MR. DEES)  And just for the record, Ms. Owen did



         13      find it was in the public interest to adopt a



         14      conservation plan, correct?



         15   A  Yes.



         16   Q  Okay.  And, Ray, quickly.  This goes back to the



         17      discussion about the NIR amounts.  You have stated



         18      that you had used the western edge of the zones in



         19      determining -- in setting those allocations; is that



         20      correct?



         21   A  Yes.



         22   Q  In those western edges, are they drier or wetter



         23      than the eastern edge?



         24   A  The NIR -- or the interpolated NIR for the western



         25      edge of the zone would be the driest amount for that
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          1      zone.



          2   Q  Okay.  And so by using that, I guess -- and



          3      generally speaking, as we go west it gets drier,



          4      correct?



          5   A  Yes.



          6   Q  Okay.  And by using that number, that gives us --



          7      that builds in, I guess, a cushion or a buffer in



          8      that amount.  Is that correct, or am I off there?



          9   A  Well, to a certain extent, yes.  The -- you know,



         10      the net irrigation requirements, as I -- as I took



         11      them, were established for the center of that



         12      county.  So, you know, given just the climate out



         13      here, the further west you get, the drier it gets.



         14      So that is why I interpolated those moving west to



         15      the higher value.



         16   Q  And Mr. Traster asked about those, kind of moving



         17      on, and I just wanted to make sure.



         18                In regulating individuals in the green and



         19      blue townships, is there any incentive for them to



         20      continue conserving water under this plan?



         21   A  Well, I would think so.  You know, you would have to



         22      ask the individuals that are in those areas.  But I



         23      think that it would be in their mindset to make sure



         24      that they keep their decline rates at a level that,



         25      if a new LEMA were proposed, that they would still
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          1      not be subject to any substantial regulations.



          2   Q  Okay.  Kind of going on to the discussion



          3      Mr. Traster and you had about what he would call



          4      plan depletion, where in 1983 they said a two



          5      percent reduction in 1987, a one percent in 1991,



          6      safe yield or sustainable yield at that point,



          7      obviously during those years there was a change in



          8      what was believed to be a reasonable amount of



          9      depletion to be set at the GMD level; is that



         10      correct?



         11   A  Yes.  And you have got to realize in those days, you



         12      know, although it doesn't sound like a lot now, how



         13      much more restrictive each one of those policy -- or



         14      the succeeding policy was than the one before.



         15   Q  Okay.  And so over time, things have a tendency to



         16      change, correct?



         17   A  Yes.



         18   Q  And so this is kind of another step in that



         19      succession of change; is that correct?



         20   A  Yes.  Although it is not necessarily a regulatory



         21      like a -- like our development criteria is; this is



         22      another attempt by the board to reduce water use,



         23      yes.



         24   Q  As approved by the Kansas legislature?



         25   A  Yes, sir.
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          1   Q  Okay.  And really quickly, moving onto the motion to



          2      require a 10 percent carryover that was heard on



          3      March 28th, 2017 and apparently approved by the



          4      board and then the June 8th, 2017 proposal that



          5      basically says that the board shall consider whether



          6      or not to allow a 10 percent carryover.



          7                Do you remember what some of the board



          8      members' concerns were about limiting future boards



          9      as far as a 10 percent carryover or, you know,



         10      consideration?



         11   A  There was some discussion on what they could and



         12      could not do as far as limiting future boards to



         13      what they might do.  But I do know there was a



         14      concern on the board of directors that they at least



         15      put something in the plan that would say that any



         16      succeeding LEMA would or could consider a carryover.



         17   Q  Okay.  And the 10 percent amount was an amount that



         18      was put in there; is that correct?



         19   A  Yes.



         20   Q  But they could consider a 20 percent carryover if



         21      they wanted to; is that correct?



         22   A  Yes.  Yeah, because this in no way binds the board



         23      to any type of decision on any succeeding LEMA, if



         24      they would decide to do one.



         25   Q  And that language was ultimately adopted on, I
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          1      believe, June 8th of 2017 when the board approved



          2      the proposal as presented that day?



          3   A  As I recall, yes.



          4   Q  Okay.  And the approval of that plan, there was a



          5      motion and a second to approve the proposal?



          6   A  Yes.



          7   Q  And it passed -- it passed by at least a majority?



          8   A  Yes.



          9   Q  Okay.  Real quickly.  Mr. Traster had presented you



         10      with a map that showed the number of years remaining



         11      in the aquifer.  It hasn't yet been admitted into



         12      evidence, but I imagine it will be.



         13                Do you remember what date was used -- what



         14      data and dates were used?



         15   A  According to the title on the map, it is based on



         16      groundwater trends from 2000 to 2005.



         17   Q  Okay.  And what date has been used as far as a time



         18      period goes for the LEMA proposal for the map?



         19   A  Well, the decline data is from 2004 through 2015.



         20   Q  Okay.  So the decline data is after that map that



         21      Mr. Traster presented to you from 2004 -- or from



         22      2000 to 2004; is that correct?



         23   A  Yeah, that would be subsequent to that.



         24   Q  Okay.  And lastly, really quickly.  I want to clear



         25      up some of the confusion on the 25 percent reduction
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          1      versus the 18-inch reduction.



          2                Mr. Luhman, has this proposal been a



          3      balancing act from the beginning?



          4   A  I would almost say yes.  You know, we have tried



          5      to -- we have had several issues that we have



          6      discussed and re-discussed and looked at other maps



          7      and different ideas.  So, yeah, I would say it has



          8      been kind of a balancing act, yes.



          9   Q  And one of the balancing considerations was that you



         10      wanted to make a cap of 18 inches for everybody



         11      across the board; is that correct?



         12   A  For everything other than the blue and green



         13      townships.



         14   Q  Right.  But did the board feel like someone taking



         15      more than a 25 percent reduction would -- could



         16      excessively harm their irrigation rates -- where did



         17      that 25 percent come from?



         18   A  I think you are exactly right in the fact that the



         19      board did feel like, except in the case for those



         20      being reduced from a higher number down to 18, that



         21      anything in excess of the 25 percent reduction could



         22      have the possibility of being more restrictive than



         23      what they want it to be.



         24   Q  Okay.  And so the balancing act that you talked



         25      about ended up with an 18 percent cap with --
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          1   A  An 18-inch.



          2   Q  Excuse me.  An 18-inch cap.



          3                MR. DEES:  Have I been saying percent for



          4      three or four questions?



          5                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Huh-uh.



          6                MR. DEES:  Okay.



          7   Q  (BY MR. DEES)  An 18-inch cap and a -- but if you



          8      are under 18, it is only going to be 25 percent; is



          9      that correct?



         10   A  Yes.



         11   Q  Okay.  And that is a policy choice that the board



         12      made?



         13   A  Yes.



         14   Q  Okay.  The last thing, and I promise we are not



         15      going to get too much into this, but let's talk a



         16      little bit about township level data versus section



         17      level data.



         18                First of all, just to make sure.  When he



         19      did his calculations, he did not remove any part of



         20      the GMD that had less than 15 feet of saturated



         21      thickness; is that correct?



         22   A  I believe so.



         23   Q  Okay.  But when you are making -- when the board was



         24      making decisions about this proposal, did they take



         25      a look at the township level data or -- excuse me,
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          1      the section level data?



          2   A  Oh, yeah.  That is -- basically the section level



          3      data -- which I think Brownie will explain far



          4      better than I can here in a little while.  The



          5      section level data is the foundation of the



          6      information that we used.



          7   Q  However, trying to, you know, use political



          8      boundaries to make -- you know, to draw lines, is it



          9      your understanding that, you know, the township



         10      level would be an easier way to make decisions than



         11      the section level?



         12   A  Oh, yes.  And, you know, you have got -- I



         13      understand where you are coming from in the fact



         14      that political boundaries seldom, if ever, match



         15      hydrologic boundaries.  But, you know, it was just a



         16      choice made that for the ease both of administration



         17      and calculation, that the townships would be used.



         18   Q  Okay.  And those were decisions the board of



         19      directors made, correct?



         20   A  Yes.



         21   Q  Okay.



         22                MR. DEES:  At this time, I don't have any



         23      more questions; although, I may have further



         24      questions if Mr. Traster asks a few more.



         25                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.
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          1      Mr. Traster, do you have any questions to follow up



          2      on -- or Aaron?



          3                MR. OLEEN:  The DWR doesn't have any at



          4      this time.



          5                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.  Any



          6      follow-up --



          7                MR. TRASTER:  A couple.



          8                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  -- based on the



          9      questions that Mr. Dees asked?  If you would like a



         10      couple of minutes to get organized, I could ask my



         11      questions.



         12                MR. TRASTER:  Go ahead.



         13                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.  Let



         14      me just do that.  A couple of -- they may just be



         15      typos.



         16                On Page 6 of your testimony and Page 8,



         17      both of those have a number of .05 percent.  Were



         18      those supposed to be 0.5 percent?



         19                RAY LUHMAN:  What page?



         20                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  On Page 6 near



         21      the top there is a reference to -- in the second --



         22      well, the first full paragraph.



         23                RAY LUHMAN:  Yes.  That should be 0.5.



         24                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Right.  Okay.



         25      And then also on Page 8, kind of in the middle there
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          1      is another .05 percent that I assume should be 0.5



          2      percent?



          3                RAY LUHMAN:  That is correct.



          4                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



          5      Okay.  Page 9 on the penalty, there is a paragraph



          6      on penalties.  I just want to make sure.  I am



          7      fairly confident I understand.  But if somebody has



          8      an allocation under the LEMA that would be 300



          9      acre-feet and they have a 50 acre-foot penalty, you



         10      just subtract that and give them a 250 allocation?



         11                RAY LUHMAN:  Yes.  Or in the case of if



         12      someone has actually had their pumpage suspended for



         13      a period of time during the LEMA period, they would



         14      lose those number of years times their allocation.



         15                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.  The



         16      paragraph just at the bottom of that same page,



         17      "After completing these calculations, about



         18      66 percent of the wells or well groups slated for



         19      LEMA allocation will have a LEMA allocation less



         20      than their combined diversions for 2009 to 2015."



         21      Just tell me a little more of what that says.



         22                RAY LUHMAN:  Basically it is just saying



         23      if we have established a LEMA allocation for a water



         24      right and we take that times five, basically that



         25      amount is less that what their combined pumpage
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          1      through that six-year period, 2009 to 2015.



          2                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  So we are



          3      talking about the red and yellow townships?



          4                RAY LUHMAN:  And even the purples, to a



          5      certain extent.  Because there would be some



          6      allocations there.  I think in most cases, the



          7      18-inch allocation probably is not a restriction



          8      very much, but -- you know, you couldn't a hundred



          9      percent throw the purple townships out of there



         10      either.



         11                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  I guess let me



         12      ask about the purple townships.  My understanding



         13      is -- well, is it limited to 18 inches in any one



         14      year or is it an allocation of --



         15                RAY LUHMAN:  It is an allocation.



         16                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  So it is five



         17      times 18?



         18                RAY LUHMAN:  Yes, sir.  18 inches times



         19      their program acres times five.



         20                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.  So



         21      for the purple, yellow and red townships, 65 percent



         22      are getting less than their historic use?



         23                MR. LUHMAN:  Yes, sir.



         24                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         25      Thank you.
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          1                I guess lastly then, I would -- as I sort



          2      of alluded to earlier, if the GMD could sort of



          3      supplement somehow on this comment in the coming



          4      period, its testimony or whatever to just provide a



          5      summary of the initial plan, public meetings, and



          6      what information was provided, as well as what



          7      information was provided at the public meetings,



          8      both written and in terms of presentations, I think



          9      it would be helpful to the record.



         10                Okay.  Mr. Traster, any follow-up based on



         11      Mr. Dees's, I guess, redirect?



         12                MR. TRASTER:  I hate to say I have two



         13      questions because whenever a lawyer says one more



         14      question, he is lying.



         15             FURTHER CROSS EXAMINATION OF RAY LUHMAN



         16      BY MR. TRASTER:



         17   Q  Mr. Dees asked you about what he said I would call



         18      "Plan Depletion".  But that is what the 1983



         19      regulation called it?



         20   A  Correct.



         21   Q  It wasn't me; it was --



         22   A  No.  You were just quoting the regulation.



         23   Q  Right.  And so the 1987 regulation was also titled



         24      "Plan Depletion"?



         25   A  Correct.
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          1   Q  In 1991 they changed the title to "Allowable



          2      Withdrawal"?



          3   A  Yes.  And I think the reason for that was at that



          4      time we no longer were under a depletion formula.



          5      It was just a safe yield.



          6   Q  Right.  So Mr. Dees also asked you about the map.



          7      And we acknowledged and we talked about this when I



          8      presented it, and we are talking about Exhibit M,



          9      that it was 2001 to 2005 data, right?



         10   A  2000 to 2005, yeah.



         11   Q  Okay.  Thank you.  And the idea is that that



         12      predated -- I think it overlaps one year, but



         13      basically predated -- I mean, the 2004 data that was



         14      used was a combination of 2003, 2004 and 2005?



         15   A  Uh-huh.



         16   Q  So it is at the end of that, the tail end of the



         17      data that was used for the map, Exhibit M, right?



         18   A  Yeah, correct.



         19   Q  And that -- but the 2004 to 2015 time frame that you



         20      are using here to come up with these reductions



         21      doesn't -- I mean, the point of that map was that it



         22      was a hundred-year discussion and it doesn't overlap



         23      that, does it?



         24   A  No.  No, it doesn't.



         25                MR. TRASTER:  Thank you.  No further
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          1      questions.



          2                MR. LUHMAN:  Okay.



          3                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Very good.  Any



          4      more?



          5                MR. DEES:  Real quick.



          6            FURTHER REDIRECT EXAMINATION OF RAY LUHMAN



          7      BY MR. DEES:



          8   Q  Mr. Luhman, was there anything you wanted to add in



          9      response to Mr. Traster's last question?



         10   A  You know, not really in the fact that, you know, the



         11      map that he provided basically was an estimated



         12      usable lifetime for the High Plains Aquifer.  And I



         13      don't know -- I think, you know, it would probably



         14      change some.  Again, you might want to ask Brownie



         15      about that.  I think it might change some if we used



         16      a different time frame on the groundwater trends.



         17      But, you know, I don't really see anything that



         18      really bothers me about that map.



         19   Q  All right.



         20                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         21      Thank you.  Actually I have one more question, even



         22      though I am not an attorney.



         23                The vested rights, they are not regulated



         24      by the LEMA proposal.  Their use is not in that



         25      1.7 million either; they are just -- when you --
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          1      right?



          2                RAY LUHMAN:  That is correct.



          3                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.  That is



          4      all I have.  All right.  You may step down.



          5                MR. LUHMAN:  It is about time.



          6                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Yeah.  All



          7      right.  Mr. Dees, you can call your next witness.



          8                MR. DEES:  Our next individual that is



          9      going to testify is Mr. Wilson, Brownie Wilson.



         10                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         11                MR. DEES:  And if it is all right with the



         12      Chief Engineer, I will let Mr. Wilson go ahead and



         13      just give us his presentation and then we will have



         14      an opportunity to ask questions afterward.



         15                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Sure.



         16                THE REPORTER:  Will you spell your first



         17      name for me, please?



         18                BROWNIE WILSON:  B-R-O-W-N-I-E.



         19                (Mr. Wilson was sworn.)



         20              TESTIMONY OF BROWNIE WILSON



         21                I provided written testimony in the first



         22      hearing in August.  And I have no changes to that



         23      whatsoever, so it still stands, I guess.



         24                I won't read it again, like I did the



         25      first time.  But really our role in this is we have
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          1      a directive from the state water plan to assist the



          2      GMDs and the Division of Water Resources in their



          3      management, especially except for the Ogallala.



          4                And in May 2016, we had a request from



          5      GMD4 to look at the water level changes for those



          6      years that were given; 2004, 2009, 2015.



          7                So we basically pulled the data on what we



          8      call our Wizard database and we focused on the wells



          9      in and around -- within 20 miles of the GMD4



         10      boundary.  And we threw out the wells that we



         11      have -- we have status [inaudible] in all our



         12      measurements, on the ones that we know are abnormal.



         13      Like if somebody measured the well and it was -- one



         14      nearby was pumping, we will flag that if we know



         15      about it.  We threw all those kinds of wells out.



         16                And so we then interpolate surfaces



         17      because across the -- the Ogallala is based on



         18      these -- on this network of wells that we have.  And



         19      so our interpolated grids are actually down to



         20      250 by 250 meters.  And then just for the sake of



         21      convenience, we store that information on averages



         22      for each POSS section.  And then that is how we



         23      get that data a lot of times that way.



         24                And so the process, we kind of went under



         25      a couple of iterations.  The first time we used all
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          1      the data we had, all the wells and all those well



          2      measurements that met that criteria.  We went



          3      through that iteration where we had some questions



          4      about a well in the southeast portion of the



          5      district in 11 south 27 west, 13 that has been



          6      showing a little more accelerated groundwater



          7      declines than his neighbors has.  So we decided



          8      that -- in consultation with GMD4, to remove that.



          9      And then we had some questions about what influence



         10      alluvial wells had on the process, and so we went



         11      through and flagged the ones that we knew and then



         12      reviewed some others and we threw out some more



         13      wells and repeated that whole process.  And then we



         14      provided them that data.  So it is in the GIS format



         15      and then a spreadsheet that shows the elevation of



         16      the land surface, the elevation of the bedrock, and



         17      then the water table elevation in 2004, 2009 and



         18      2015 based on the wells that met that flexible



         19      criteria.



         20                And, again, that is all further outlined



         21      more in the written testimony.  I don't know, do I



         22      need to resubmit that or is that part of the record?



         23                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  It is part of



         24      the record already.



         25                BROWNIE WILSON:  Okay.  Then I will stand
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          1      by it.  It doesn't change from that.



          2              DIRECT EXAMINATION OF BROWNIE WILSON



          3      BY MR. DEES:



          4   Q  Mr. Wilson, just real quickly.  And I may have



          5      missed this.  But based on your research, is the



          6      major reason for the decline in water tables the



          7      irrigated groundwater pumping?



          8   A  Well, I don't say irrigation.  I just say



          9      groundwater pumping, yeah.



         10   Q  Okay.



         11   A  It is the groundwater used -- and we -- we had a



         12      couple of recent studies we put out that show real



         13      high correlations between water level change and



         14      water use -- groundwater use.  And that is



         15      especially true up here in Northwest Kansas.  We get



         16      really strong correlations that we don't get



         17      elsewhere necessarily.  That depends on the data and



         18      the time periods.



         19   Q  You have been here for all of the testimony that has



         20      been presented today, right?



         21   A  Yes.



         22   Q  Okay.  And you heard the discussion about section



         23      level data versus township level data; is that



         24      correct?



         25   A  Yes.
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          1   Q  And, in fact, you have supplied Mr. Traster with his



          2      raw data that he created those maps from, correct?



          3   A  Yes.



          4   Q  Okay.  Real briefly, before we get into that



          5      conversation, can you tell me, how long have you



          6      been a hydrologist?



          7   A  I started with the Division of Water Resources in



          8      '93 and I worked there until about 1999.  I went to



          9      the water office for a couple of years, and then I



         10      have been with the Kansas Geological Service since



         11      2001.



         12   Q  Okay.



         13   A  I have always been an analyst of some sort,



         14      especially with GIS.  So the geographic information,



         15      the spacial mapping and data side is my forte, if



         16      you will.



         17   Q  So making maps is what you do?



         18   A  Yeah.  I really don't like making maps, but I like



         19      dealing with spacial data.  Actually making



         20      production maps gets a little tedious.  So I don't



         21      do it unless I have to.  But I definitely like



         22      spacial data and map forms, I will put it that way.



         23   Q  Okay.  And do you have degree for this or --



         24   A  I have a master's degree in geography.



         25   Q  Okay.  And what is your bachelor's degree in?
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          1   A  It was the same.  I had a focus on the physical



          2      geography and in the geographic information systems,



          3      the mapping.



          4   Q  Okay.  And I know Mr. Traster is probably going to



          5      bring this up, so I might as well at this point.



          6      You can map things at a township level or a section



          7      level; is that correct?



          8   A  I can map things at all kinds of levels.  It is just



          9      a matter -- you know, the challenging matter with



         10      the groundwater system is that it is subsurface.



         11      And so we have to use point data and we have to use



         12      interpolation processes to get an idea of what it



         13      looks like over a continuous space.



         14                There is a lot of different ways that you



         15      can interpolate data.  There is statistical means.



         16      There is mathematical means.  But the success and



         17      the failure of those is always the input data and



         18      what the density of that is.



         19                And so whether you are talking about how



         20      comfortable you are with the township level estimate



         21      or the sectional level estimate; again, it all kind



         22      of goes back to what are my inputs that help me form



         23      that surface.  Because if I don't have any input



         24      data, you are guessing on wells that are quite a bit



         25      away.  But if you have a lot of higher
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          1      concentrations of wells at a particular location,



          2      you will have a greater confidence in that



          3      interpolated surface.



          4                And also the aquifer kind of determines a



          5      little bit of it, too.  Because the more homogeneous



          6      it is, you know, the less number of wells you might



          7      need.  Or if you get in some situations where just



          8      based on the geology, it may add more wells.



          9   Q  Okay.  And would you describe the Northwest Kansas



         10      Groundwater Management District No. 4 as fairly



         11      homogeneous?



         12   A  I would say -- like relative to some of the other



         13      Ogallala ones, I would say it is a little more



         14      homogeneous compared to like GMD3, where you have



         15      other aquifer systems below it.  Sometimes it is in



         16      contact with the Ogallala.  Sometimes it is not.



         17                GMD4 is actually very similar to GMD1 in



         18      terms of what their historical water level changes



         19      have been.  I think the water supplies in GMD1



         20      are -- traditionally are a little bit shallower, so



         21      they are a little bit more in a depleted



         22      environment.  So they are starting to get more



         23      diversity just from that reason alone.  But, yeah, I



         24      would say it is probably closer to being more of the



         25      same than it is different.
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          1   Q  Okay.



          2   A  On the GMD1 -- or a GMD4 scale, for sure.



          3   Q  And I have heard of bunch of your presentation



          4      before.  So based on your experience, generally if



          5      there are conservation measures taken in the



          6      Northwest Kansas Groundwater Management District,



          7      will the Northwest Kansas GMD benefit from those



          8      conservation efforts as it relates to the water



          9      table?



         10   A  Yeah, definitely.  In a place where conservation



         11      efforts take place, the people in that direct



         12      immediate area get the benefit of that, for sure.



         13   Q  Okay.  So to steal a shorthand phrase, what happens



         14      in the Northwest Kansas Groundwater Management



         15      District stays in the Northwest Kansas Groundwater



         16      Management District?



         17   A  That is right.



         18   Q  Okay.  So based on this, the conservation efforts



         19      that are proposed by this plan, the water users in



         20      GMD should reap those benefits as far as



         21      conservation goes?



         22   A  Okay.



         23   Q  Okay.  Going back to township level/section level



         24      data, you could actually go down clear to lots; is



         25      that correct?
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          1   A  Yeah.  I mean, we do a lot of groundwater models,



          2      for example.  And the one we are working on now is



          3      400 feet by 400 feet.  We interpolate that down to



          4      that level.



          5   Q  Okay.  But what is the difficulty -- and I think you



          6      kind of explained this a little bit.  What is the



          7      difficulty as you kind of drill down further and



          8      further?



          9   A  Well, it is not so much drilling down; it is that



         10      the confidence you have in making a decision in this



         11      cell versus this cell, whether that is a section or



         12      that is a township -- because, again, the value that



         13      is in those sub areas is based on input data that



         14      was interpolated.  And the more you have those input



         15      points around or even in that area, the greater



         16      confidence you have in there.



         17   Q  I got you.



         18   A  The farther away they are or the less dense they



         19      are, you have less confidence into them.  But,



         20      again, the more homogeneous your aquifer is, then



         21      that helps, versus where there is a lot of



         22      heterogeneity to it.



         23                THE REPORTER:  It has a lot of --



         24                BROWNIE WILSON:



         25      H-E-T-E-R-O-G-E-N-E-I-T-Y.
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          1   Q  (BY MR. DEES)  Can you spell that?



          2   A  No, I can't.



          3                THE REPORTER:  I can't either, but I will



          4      find it.



          5   A  I was always the first one out of the Spelling Bee.



          6   Q  (BY MR. DEES)  Okay.  And so when you look at the



          7      GMD, and I appreciate Mr. Traster keeping that



          8      picture up on the screen for us --



          9                MR. DEES:  Thank you.



         10                MR. TRASTER:  Do you want it --



         11                MR. DEES:  Yes, I do.  That is great.



         12   Q  (BY MR. DEES)  In order to have good data, you need



         13      to have multiple data points, correct?



         14   A  Yes.  I would like so.



         15   Q  Okay.  And based on the sectional level data and the



         16      measuring -- or the points that you have within the



         17      GMD that you are taking measurements from, you are



         18      most comfortable using that section level data to



         19      make decisions; is that correct?



         20   A  Yeah.  Township scale in terms of making comparisons



         21      of what the water levels are doing directly in that



         22      township, I am more comfortable with that scale than



         23      I would be at the individual section level scale.



         24                I am not saying either one is right or



         25      wrong.  It is just that confidence that you have in
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          1      the value that is being represented by that sub area



          2      accurately represents the input points that are



          3      around it.



          4   Q  So you are more comfortable with the section level



          5      rather than the township level or --



          6   A  It all depends on how many input points I have



          7      around there.  I may have a township that has no



          8      points in there; I got no confidence, or I have



          9      little -- I have littler confidence in that than if



         10      I had a lot of input points [inaudible] I would



         11      rather measured wells.  And the same goes for



         12      sections.  The more -- the better -- you know, the



         13      interpolation process is just using those input



         14      points to spread that value across space.  And,



         15      again, the more you have and the denser they are,



         16      then the better your decision is going to be.



         17   Q  And you are a scientist, right, Brownie?



         18   A  I guess, yeah.



         19   Q  Okay.  And so looking at political subdivisions is



         20      not necessarily something that you enjoy doing; is



         21      that correct?



         22   A  Say that again.



         23   Q  Looking at -- trying to carve this GMD up using



         24      political subdivisions like townships or sections,



         25      you would much prefer that we just look at the
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          1      hydrology underlying that?



          2   A  It makes it easier, yeah.  There is not -- you can



          3      make a case for the township or the section level in



          4      terms of people can relate to that better.



          5   Q  Okay.



          6   A  And that is probably one of the reasons why we store



          7      data at the section level is that it is easy to



          8      query and databases and people can relate exactly



          9      where that is located at as opposed to trying to



         10      describe it in other ways.



         11   Q  In hydrological terms?



         12   A  Sure, yeah.



         13   Q  Okay.  And does it make it easier then for, you



         14      know, DWR or a GMD or some other political body to



         15      regulate those subunits or is that kind of --



         16   A  I guess.  I mean, with those agencies, everybody has



         17      got staff and computing power and the knowledge so



         18      that it results with the subunit, yeah.



         19   Q  Okay.  I got you.  So based on your expertise, if we



         20      had to choose to -- or if the Chief Engineer has to



         21      choose to make a determination of a section level or



         22      a township level, where would you -- which one of



         23      those would you prefer?



         24   A  If I had to pick between those two, the political



         25      boundaries, I would -- with water levels, I would be
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          1      more comfortable with a township scale.



          2   Q  Okay.  Because you -- then using those numbers, you



          3      know that you have the data points that you need?



          4   A  Right.  Our network was designed to look for



          5      regional variations in the water table, and that is



          6      the appropriate scale for that.



          7   Q  Okay.  Sounds good.



          8                MR. DEES:  I don't have any other



          9      questions.  Thanks, Brownie.



         10                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         11      Mr. Traster?



         12                MR. OLEEN:  No questions from the DWR.



         13                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Thank you,



         14      Mr. Oleen.



         15               CROSS EXAMINATION OF BROWNIE WILSON



         16      BY MR. TRASTER:



         17   Q  I guess I am a little confused, which is kind of



         18      normal.  Don't shake your head.



         19   A  No, I am not.



         20   Q  All right.  So I understand your testimony about the



         21      more data points you have, the more confidence you



         22      have in the data.  And would you -- you have got a



         23      copy of your testimony from the previous --



         24   A  I do.



         25   Q  Would you turn to the map on the fourth page or so.
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          1   A  Okay.



          2   Q  Are those crosses on the map the data points that



          3      you used?



          4   A  Yes.



          5   Q  And so when you say interpolating the data, what you



          6      are doing is you are taking two -- any two of those



          7      points that are adjacent to one another and looking



          8      at the value there and whatever else you know about



          9      that area and trying to come up with the water level



         10      in between them, in essence?



         11   A  Right.  That is a general characterization of the



         12      interpolation process.  And there is nuances,



         13      depending on what you pick, but it is -- that is



         14      exactly it, yeah.



         15   Q  Okay.  So what are -- I mean, can you give -- I



         16      don't want you to go into all the nuances, but what



         17      do you mean by "nuances"?



         18   A  Well, like in the simplest case, like there are some



         19      areas that are just purely mathematically based.  So



         20      I have got a value here; I have got a value there.



         21      Let's divide it by the distance.  Just pure math.



         22      And then there is others that say, okay, I want to



         23      try to fit a surface over all my data points so that



         24      it is -- everybody is a little bit happy and then



         25      there has not been -- I want to make sure I honor
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          1      the points and this and that.  Those are the



          2      nuances.



          3   Q  So you have got a data point with an elevation at



          4      some -- you have got two data points with an



          5      elevation that are the same, but in the middle you



          6      have got a higher one.  It is not a straight line up



          7      and a straight line down; it is a curved line.  Is



          8      that kind of what you are saying?



          9   A  Well, it could be.  It depends on -- again, there is



         10      different processes.  The one I use was developed by



         11      the ESRI Corporation that makes the ArcMap Software.



         12   Q  Right.



         13   A  They developed a routine that is designed for



         14      elevations.



         15   Q  And that is a routine that is commonly used by lots



         16      of people --



         17   A  Yeah.



         18   Q  -- across the county --



         19   A  Yes.



         20   Q  -- for any number of things, including DWR staff



         21      that you interact with?



         22   A  I am sure I don't know [inaudible] used.  But, yeah,



         23      that comes up, yeah.



         24   Q  Okay.  And that is -- the KBS, that is the standard



         25      you use?



�



                                                                   225





          1   A  It is one of them.  We have a lot of statisticians.



          2      They like Kriging.



          3   Q  They like what?



          4   A  Kriging.  It is another interpolation method that is



          5      out there.  There are dozens of them.



          6   Q  Okay.  But you have already told us that you are



          7      like me on -- I was in the third percentile in



          8      spelling.



          9   A  Okay.



         10   Q  Can you spell --



         11   A  Kriging is -- I think I can get that one.  That is



         12      K-R-I-G-I-N-G.



         13   Q  Okay.  But the data that you used to provide to the



         14      GMD is the kind of data you normally rely on?



         15   A  Yes.



         16   Q  And in your testimony you specifically -- you heard



         17      me probably read, if you were paying attention, your



         18      testimony?



         19   A  I was.



         20   Q  You were?  Okay.  So -- I mean, at the bottom of the



         21      second page and onto the third page, you say that it



         22      can be readily computed at the section level.  Are



         23      you now saying that you don't have confidence in



         24      that data?



         25   A  No.  What I meant by that statement was not so much
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          1      a validation of the data, but that it was set up at



          2      the section level.  And the selection of the wells



          3      that I chose, it was then set up so that you can



          4      make water level changes appropriately between 2004,



          5      2009 and 2015.



          6                A lot of times people do interpolated



          7      surfaces of one year and they have got wells for



          8      that set.  And then they do another year and they



          9      have got wells for that set.  And sometimes you have



         10      wells that may come in one year and they are not



         11      there the next.  You can generate artificial highs



         12      and lows by doing that.



         13                And so my point by that is it was readily



         14      set up so that they can do those computations of



         15      water level changes for that time frame.



         16   Q  And the data that you provided to the GMD, and then



         17      subsequently to me, has -- there were three versions



         18      of it.  And you testified that you started and then



         19      you took out some wells and then you took out some



         20      more wells.  And so there was a version one, version



         21      two and version three for each of the three levels



         22      that you took?



         23   A  Yes.



         24   Q  And as I understand it, the level for 2004 was based



         25      on readings during December of 2003, 2004 and 2005?
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          1   A  Yeah.  We were -- I guess -- let me back up to that



          2      first one.



          3   Q  Sure.



          4   A  Version one, version two, version three was --



          5      version one, I used all the wells that we had in our



          6      system.



          7   Q  Okay.



          8   A  And then my criteria.



          9   Q  Right.



         10   A  Version two was we had to have one well in 27 -- we



         11      had the one well that was in 11 south, 27 west,



         12      Section 13 that showed a significant water level



         13      decline that we didn't really see in any other wells



         14      around it.  So I took that well out and repeated all



         15      of the same interpolation process.



         16   Q  Okay.  You took that out in consultation with the



         17      GMD?



         18   A  Yeah, right.



         19   Q  So they agreed with that?



         20   A  Yeah.  They were the one that brought it to my



         21      attention, that area.  And then -- either then or it



         22      was later brought to my attention that they wanted



         23      to see what it looked like without any alluvial



         24      wells in there and try to focus solely on the



         25      Ogallala.  And so that was -- I went through --
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          1      most of our wells have a geologic code that



          2      describes what material they are pulling it from;



          3      the Ogallala, or in this case the much younger,



          4      shallower alluvial sediments.



          5                So I -- those ones that I knew were



          6      alluvial, we took those out.  And some of those, I



          7      had to review by hand based on the well data and



          8      whatnot.  And we ended up taking those out and



          9      repeating the entire interpolation process.  And



         10      that is version three.



         11   Q  Okay.  And so version three is the data that is the



         12      most conservative in the sense of the most accurate,



         13      but taking out the data that might not really help



         14      us figure out what the groundwater contours are?



         15   A  It would be a lot more focused solely on the



         16      Ogallala.



         17   Q  All right.



         18   A  And it ignores the -- you know, there is some



         19      connection with the alluvial systems, but it is felt



         20      to be pretty small, pretty light layers in between.



         21      So we take those out of consideration.  And most of



         22      those, honestly, were outside the district anyway.



         23   Q  And so -- you and I had a conversation about this at



         24      the Governor's Conference --



         25   A  Uh-huh.
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          1   Q  -- and I asked you which set of data to use and you



          2      suggested to use version three?



          3   A  Yes.



          4                MR. TRASTER:  And for the record, that is



          5      the version I used.



          6                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.



          7   Q  (BY MR. TRASTER)  So I am going to show you what is



          8      marked as Exhibit -- and I can't remember --



          9                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  I think it



         10      was D.



         11   Q  (BY MR. TRASTER)  So I am going to show you what has



         12      been marked as Exhibit D, and I have that up on the



         13      screen.



         14                That, again -- you were here this morning



         15      and I am sure you were enthralled by my direct



         16      examination and so you know what I am -- that it is



         17      that I am showing you here.  It is the section level



         18      data using the values that -- or the colors that the



         19      GMD used.



         20                Mr. Dees asked you several questions about



         21      the confidence level at the township level.  But is



         22      it your -- I mean, isn't it your understanding that



         23      this is the data they actually used to come up with



         24      their allocation?



         25   A  Yeah.  Yeah, and I am confident at the section
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          1      level, too.  Again, it is more -- it is more -- is



          2      there -- whatever that subunit area is, how does



          3      that relate to my input points.



          4   Q  Okay.



          5   A  And it doesn't matter if it is a section or a



          6      township; if I don't have as much wells in there



          7      that that interpolated surface is trying to come up



          8      with values for, then I have less confidence in



          9      that.



         10   Q  All right.  So looking back at your testimony and



         11      the map on the back in your testimony, there is an



         12      area that is in green in the center part of Sherman



         13      County, if you get --



         14   A  Yes.



         15   Q  That is on Exhibit D.  And that area on the maps in



         16      your -- on your testimony, it doesn't have very many



         17      wells in it?



         18   A  No wells, yeah.



         19   Q  And so that area, you are not very confident about,



         20      if I am understanding.  I don't want to put you -- I



         21      want to -- let me ask you.



         22   A  That is right.



         23   Q  You don't have a lot of confidence in that area, but



         24      you have more confidence in the area where there is



         25      a higher density of wells?
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          1   A  Yes.



          2   Q  And to the extent that there is a higher density of



          3      wells across this district as shown on your map, you



          4      have confidence in the section level data?



          5   A  Yes.



          6   Q  Is that fair?



          7   A  Yes.



          8   Q  I am going to show you -- I will also tell you that



          9      not only can I not spell, I have a very good friend



         10      who is a mathematician and he says, Dave, you just



         11      don't have -- you are not very sophisticated in



         12      math.  So -- I did a search on Google.  And this is



         13      what I understood to be the correct formula for



         14      determining the annual date of decline for -- the



         15      percent of annual decline.  Is that formula the



         16      right formula?



         17   A  That is not the one I use.  I typically follow the



         18      one, I think, Ray described.  I take the difference



         19      between -- it is close.  I take the difference



         20      between the absolute change from one year to the



         21      next, for one time period to the next, and then I



         22      divide that by the number of years in there to come



         23      up with an annual rate.  And then you just -- you



         24      are still dealing with an absolute, and then you



         25      just divide that by the original thickness and come
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          1      up with a percent change of what that is.



          2   Q  Okay.  Can you -- I appreciate that.  But, again, I



          3      am not all that sophisticated.  Can you write that



          4      formula down so I could follow it?



          5   A  Sure.



          6   Q  Because I don't how to -- tell me again how you do



          7      that.



          8   A  Well, it is just -- [inaudible] saturated thickness.



          9   Q  All right.



         10   A  And then it drops down two -- I am sorry, I am doing



         11      something for myself here.  Let's say it dropped



         12      down five feet in five years.



         13   Q  Okay.



         14   A  So the annual rate of the decline is about one foot



         15      per year.  So I found it by taking five minus 10, I



         16      have negative one, it looks like [inaudible] a



         17      decline on an annual basis of one foot per year.  On



         18      a percentage basis, then I take that one divided by



         19      10 to give me that it was a nine percent, or .1



         20      percent of whatever the original thickness was.



         21   Q  All right.



         22   A  It looks like you take it to a power and -- but,



         23      yeah, I guess it gets to that point.  That is just



         24      the way I do it.



         25   Q  Okay.  I would appreciate it if you would write it
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          1      down so that I can put it in a formula and run it so



          2      that --



          3   A  Sure.



          4   Q  -- my data matches their data because I don't want



          5      to mislead anybody.  I want to be -- I want to make



          6      sure that we compare apples to apples.



          7   A  That is the way I do it, and I guess that is the way



          8      Ray does it, but -- so, yeah.



          9   Q  Okay.



         10                MR. TRASTER:  No further questions.



         11                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         12      Mr. Dees, any follow-up?



         13                MR. DEES:  Yeah, real quickly.



         14             REDIRECT EXAMINATION OF BROWNIE WILSON



         15      BY MR. DEES:



         16   Q  By using the township levels, does that ensure that



         17      you have enough data points that you need to make



         18      accurate determinations?



         19   A  It doesn't ensure it; it just helps.  It is a bigger



         20      area, so it covers more points.



         21   Q  So it increases your probability that you are going



         22      to have a more accurate picture because of the



         23      greater distance?



         24                MR. TRASTER:  I am going to object.  It



         25      assumes facts not in evidence.  And that is not the
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          1      way they did it.  They didn't do it by township;



          2      they did it by section.



          3                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Let me -- you



          4      are the one that sort of brought up the section



          5      levels.  That is what your data is.



          6                MR. TRASTER:  Well, but I am just -- I am



          7      recording my objection that it assumes facts that



          8      aren't in evidence.



          9                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.  I will



         10      go ahead and let the question be answered, but --



         11                MR. TRASTER:  Sure.



         12                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  -- with that



         13      objection.



         14                MR. TRASTER:  Absolutely.



         15   A  Can you ask that question again?



         16   Q  (BY MR. DEES)  Sure.  So -- and maybe I can do it



         17      better than I did the last time.



         18                So by using townships -- and townships are



         19      bigger than the sections, right?



         20   A  Yeah.



         21   Q  Okay.  By using townships as your geographical



         22      boundary that encourages additional points of data,



         23      because you have additional test wells and because



         24      that allows for those additional data points, it



         25      increases the accuracy of the information that you
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          1      would have on a large scale?



          2   A  I don't know if I would say it increases the



          3      accuracy.  It increases my confidence level.



          4   Q  Okay.



          5   A  Because it is just -- again, you are dealing with an



          6      interpolated continuous surface, and so you are only



          7      going to be accurate in terms of how you aggregate



          8      that up or down.  And I don't think it



          9      necessarily -- it gives it maybe a bigger -- a



         10      better representation -- a greater probability of



         11      representing what is actually accruing within that



         12      sub area at a township level.



         13   Q  I am glad you answered the question I wanted to ask.



         14              RECROSS EXAMINATION OF BROWNIE WILSON



         15      BY MR. TRASTER:



         16   Q  But the data that you provided to the GMD was



         17      section level data?



         18   A  Right.



         19   Q  You didn't provide them -- I mean, they could



         20      calculate the section -- the township level from the



         21      data you provided.  But you provided them section



         22      level data; that is the data they used to come up



         23      with their map?



         24   A  Right.



         25   Q  Thank you.
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          1                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



          2      Mr. Oleen, do you have anything?



          3              DIRECT EXAMINATION OF BROWNIE WILSON



          4      BY MR. OLEEN:



          5   Q  Mr. Traster just said that the sectional level is



          6      the data that the GMD used to come up with their



          7      map.  What map?  When you answered yes, what map



          8      were you referring to?



          9   A  The one you just had up there.  Well, the second



         10      one.  The township map right there was made from



         11      that section level data.  It was aggregated up to



         12      the township level minus sections that didn't have



         13      15 feet of saturated thickness in there.



         14                MR. OLEEN:  And that is Attachment 1 to, I



         15      think, Exhibit A?



         16                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Yes.



         17                MR. OLEEN:  Okay.  No further questions.



         18                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.  I



         19      think we are done with Mr. Wilson.



         20                BROWNIE WILSON:  Do you want me to comment



         21      on this stuff?



         22                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Oh, yeah, maybe



         23      so.  That is right.  Mr. Dees, why don't you ask him



         24      some questions about what -- who wants to do that?



         25                MR. TRASTER:  I am happy to.  Go ahead.
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          1         FURTHER REDIRECT EXAMINATION OF BROWNIE WILSON



          2      BY MR. DEES:



          3   Q  Mr. Wilson, are you the one that created that map?



          4   A  Yes.



          5   Q  Okay.  And it is a true and accurate representation



          6      of what -- that map is a true and accurate



          7      representation of what you created?



          8   A  Right.



          9   Q  Okay.



         10                MR. DEES:  Those are all the questions



         11      that I have on that.  And I think at this point we



         12      can just enter it into evidence, unless Mr. Traster



         13      has other questions about it.



         14           FURTHER CROSS EXAMINATION OF BROWNIE WILSON



         15      BY MR. TRASTER:



         16   Q  It is old data.  I mean, it is data from the time



         17      frame and -- right.



         18   A  I think I made two of them.  I think I made that one



         19      in conjunction with the one from the '90s when the



         20      decline rates are different.



         21   Q  Sure.



         22   A  Yeah.



         23   Q  But it shows that there are areas that have a large



         24      saturated thickness a long time, whether it is 250



         25      years or a hundred; it is a long time?
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          1   A  Relative to the decline rate for that period, yes.



          2   Q  Exactly.  Thank you.



          3                MR. TRASTER:  I move for the admission of



          4      Exhibit M.



          5                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.  So



          6      admitted.



          7                MR. TRASTER:  Thank you.



          8                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Thank you.  You



          9      may step down.  Mr. Dees?



         10                MR. DEES:  We just have a couple of board



         11      members that have been gracious enough to come and



         12      make some comments.  Who wants to go first?  Brent



         13      Rogers, President of the Groundwater Management



         14      District Board.  He will go first.



         15                (Mr. Rogers was sworn.)



         16                   TESTIMONY OF BRENT ROGERS



         17                I am Brent Rogers, GMD board president,



         18      and I represent Sheridan County.  I live at 322



         19      North Road 30 N.  I farm and irrigate in the



         20      Northeast part of the county as well as western



         21      Graham County, so I am in that finger that sticks



         22      out clear on the eastern side.



         23                I have no restrictions with this proposed



         24      LEMA.  Although I am not directly restricted, I want



         25      to do all I can in this LEMA to conserve because it
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          1      will be beneficial to me if I can keep my township



          2      the same color if, and when, there is another



          3      five-year iteration.



          4                In the far western portions of my



          5      irrigated acres, we see significant drawdown in the



          6      latter part of the pumping season.  I have had to



          7      re-nozzle two pivots in that area.  This area sits



          8      on the edge of a purple township.  If the status quo



          9      continues, I will most certainly have a township



         10      color change coming in the next iteration.



         11                I have adopted moisture [inaudible] and



         12      timely irrigation to what they are telling me.  We



         13      are also seeing some tremendous yields with Flex



         14      hybrids, planting at lower populations, while



         15      watering and fertilizing less.



         16                My point is is if we try to conserve even



         17      the areas that are not affected in this LEMA, we



         18      will only help ourselves in the future.  We have



         19      seen SD6 do some wonderful things with larger cuts



         20      than anyone will receive in the proposed LEMA.



         21                I want to see my kids have the opportunity



         22      that I have had to irrigate in the future.  Thank



         23      you.



         24                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Thank you.  Any



         25      questions?
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          1                MR. DEES:  I don't have any questions.  I



          2      don't know if Mr. Traster has any.



          3                MR. TRASTER:  Just briefly.



          4             DIRECT EXAMINATION OF BRENT ROGERS



          5      BY MR. TRASTER:



          6   Q  Were you here for Ray's testimony?



          7   A  Yes, I was.



          8   Q  And you heard it all?



          9   A  Uh-huh.



         10   Q  I mean, is -- do you have anything to add to that or



         11      take away?  Is there anything that -- I am not



         12      suggesting that he got it wrong, but I am just



         13      wondering if there is anything that you want to



         14      supplement or add to or --



         15   A  No.  I -- can I make a comment?



         16   Q  Yeah.



         17   A  I think something that just struck me, finally, in



         18      the last several hours sitting here, looking out



         19      across this audience.



         20                If you take all the lawyers and all the



         21      representation by DWR and all the organizations that



         22      are here, the Kansas Corn Commission, and you take



         23      them out of this scenario, how many people are



         24      actually here as water users?  We have 3,600 water



         25      rights.  And we see this at a lot of our meetings.
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          1      It just -- we don't -- I mean, I know there is



          2      harvest going on and I know it is -- that is very



          3      important to people, but this is really important.



          4      And it is hard for us board members to wrap our



          5      heads around these things when we don't -- we come



          6      to a meeting like this.  I expected to come in here



          7      today and not be able to get a seat.  I really did.



          8      And it shocks me.  Thank you.



          9                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         10      Mr. Oleen, I assume you have nothing?



         11                MR. OLEEN:  No questions.



         12                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  My apologies.



         13      All right.



         14                MR. DEES:  And then our last, as far as I



         15      know at this point, witness is Mr. Goossen.



         16                THE REPORTER:  Can you give me your name,



         17      please?



         18                LYNN GOOSSEN:  It is Lynn, L-Y-N-N,



         19      G-O-O-S-S-E-N.



         20                (Mr. Goossen was sworn.)



         21                    TESTIMONY OF LYNN GOOSSEN



         22                My name is Lynn Goossen.  I have been



         23      farming in the southern Thomas County area for



         24      34 years.  I have watched the water table decline in



         25      my area and I want to testify that I believe that
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          1      this LEMA is a good start to slowing down the rate



          2      of decline.



          3                I think it is better for the whole area,



          4      for all of us, to solve this problem together rather



          5      than for senior water rights to attempt to shut down



          6      junior rights.  And if we all cut back a little bit,



          7      by cutting back we slow the rate of decline.  This



          8      should allow all to continue to irrigate, instead of



          9      the junior right owners being shut off completely.



         10                All of my irrigation wells will have an



         11      allocation given to them under this LEMA.  I am



         12      willing to work with all of my neighbors to save



         13      water for the next generation.



         14                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         15      Mr. Dees?



         16               DIRECT EXAMINATION OF LYNN GOOSSEN



         17      BY MR. DEES:



         18   Q  Lynn, I may have missed this.  Can you give us your



         19      address where you live?



         20   A  Yeah.  It is 1154 County Road 22, Colby, Kansas.



         21   Q  Okay.  Thanks.



         22                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Mr. Oleen,



         23      anything?



         24                MR. OLEEN:  No questions.



         25                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.
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          1      Mr. Traster?



          2                CROSS EXAMINATION OF LYNN GOOSSEN



          3      BY MR. TRASTER:



          4   Q  I didn't catch where you farm.  Where is your farm?



          5   A  I farm in southern Thomas County about --



          6   Q  Thomas County?



          7   A  Yes.



          8   Q  Thank you.



          9                MR. TRASTER:  No further questions.



         10                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         11      Thank you very much.  I would like to take just a



         12      five-minute break so we can sort of come up with our



         13      plan from here.  So we will reconvene at 4:20.



         14                (Recess taken at 4:11 p.m.  Resumed at



         15      4:24 p.m.)



         16                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  We will go back



         17      on the record.



         18                Mr. Dees, you are done; is that correct?



         19                MR. DEES:  Yes.



         20                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Very good.  So,



         21      Mr. Oleen, if you would like to go ahead and call



         22      your witnesses.



         23                MR. OLEEN:  Again, my name is Aaron Oleen,



         24      attorney for the Division of Water Resources.  And



         25      at this time, we call Mr. Kelly Stewart to the
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          1      stand.



          2                (Mr. Stewart was sworn.)



          3               DIRECT EXAMINATION OF KELLY STEWART



          4      BY MR. OLEEN:



          5   Q  Mr. Stewart, could you please explain your current



          6      position with the Division of Water Resources?



          7   A  Okay.  I am currently in the position of water



          8      commissioner at the Stockton Field Office.



          9   Q  And the Stockton Field Office, what is its relation



         10      to the GMD4 area?



         11   A  Well, the entire GMD board district is within my



         12      field office boundaries.



         13   Q  Mr. Stewart, you previously, in conjunction with



         14      Mr. Lane Letourneau, submitted some written



         15      testimony prior to today's hearing; is that correct?



         16   A  That is correct.



         17                MR. OLEEN:  Forgive me, Chief Engineer,



         18      has that written testimony been assigned an exhibit



         19      designation?



         20                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Yes, it is B.



         21                MR. OLEEN:  Exhibit B?



         22                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Yes.



         23                MR. OLEEN:  Okay.  Thank you.



         24   Q  (BY MR. OLEEN)  Mr. Stewart, can you explain a



         25      little bit about your office's involvement -- to
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          1      what extent your office was involved with the LEMA



          2      that we are here discussing today?



          3   A  Okay.  Well, over the course of the last two years,



          4      my office -- either myself or another staff,



          5      we attend every board meeting.  We like to go to



          6      every board meeting to stay abreast of what the



          7      board and staff are discussing.  We are often in a



          8      position where we answer questions.  You know, we



          9      have a lot of interaction with staff and board on a



         10      regular basis.  And, you know, we have attended



         11      basically every meeting leading up to this LEMA



         12      proposal.



         13   Q  Did your office instruct or recommend that the GMD4



         14      initiate the LEMA proceeding?



         15   A  No, we did not.  That was a board of directors'



         16      decision to move forward on that proposal.



         17   Q  You said that as part of you or your staff attending



         18      the GMD4 meetings on this LEMA issue that -- did you



         19      say you provided some support in connection with



         20      their formulation of this proposed LEMA?



         21   A  Well, from the aspect of looking at the data that



         22      they had come up with, analyzing their spreadsheet



         23      to see if we agreed with the numbers, and just a



         24      little bit of cross-checking.



         25   Q  You said some -- or you just now mentioned some
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          1      analysis.  Were you referring to -- well, one



          2      moment.



          3                MR. OLEEN:  Chief Engineer, which exhibit



          4      designation is the actual proposed LEMA?



          5                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  It is included



          6      within A.



          7                MR. OLEEN:  Okay.



          8   Q  (BY MR. OLEEN)  The proposed LEMA's goal of saving a



          9      certain amount of gallons over a period, are you



         10      aware of that stated goal, Mr. Stewart?



         11   A  Yes.



         12   Q  And what is that stated goal, to your knowledge?



         13   A  Well, basically their goal is to limit the total



         14      amount of pumping in the townships that are being



         15      restricted to 1.7 million acre-feet of water over a



         16      five-year period.



         17   Q  And did you say that your staff did some analysis of



         18      whether the proposed LEMA's corrective controls will



         19      meet that goal or not?



         20   A  Yes, we did review that data, or my staff did review



         21      the data, and we agree, it does appear that that



         22      goal can be met under the proposal.



         23   Q  Did your staff assist with any informational website



         24      tools that the public could consult as part of their



         25      being informed about this LEMA process?
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          1   A  Right.  Yes, our staff did work with GMD4 and



          2      developed a tool where you could plug in your water



          3      right number and look up your potential allocation



          4      under the LEMA.



          5   Q  If the Chief Engineer chooses to designate this



          6      proposed LEMA as it is currently proposed, or even



          7      in any form really, will your office provide any



          8      assistance to the GMD with respect to insuring that



          9      the LEMA collective controls are followed?



         10   A  Yes.  We are prepared to work together with GMD4



         11      and, you know, manage the LEMA, oversee the



         12      allocations, work with the public, compliance and



         13      enforcement.  You know, we are prepared -- we are



         14      staffed to do that.  In fact, we even added a



         15      special position in Stockton whose primary duties



         16      are to work with GMDs and also folks interested in



         17      water conservation areas.  So we are prepared to do



         18      that.



         19   Q  Is it the opinion of the Division of Water Resources



         20      that this LEMA will be successful in meeting its



         21      stated goal?



         22   A  Yes.



         23                MR. OLEEN:  No further questions.



         24                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.



         25      Mr. Dees, anything?
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          1                MR. DEES:  No.



          2                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



          3      Mr. Traster?



          4                MR. TRASTER:  No questions.



          5                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  No questions?



          6      Very good.  I don't have any questions.



          7                Mr. Oleen, your next witness?



          8                MR. OLEEN:  The Division calls Lane



          9      Letourneau to the stand.



         10                (Mr. Letourneau was sworn.)



         11              DIRECT EXAMINATION OF LANE LETOURNEAU



         12      BY MR. OLEEN:



         13   Q  Mr. Letourneau, what is your current position with



         14      the Division of Water Resources?



         15   A  I am the water appropriation program manager.



         16   Q  And what duties does that entail?



         17   A  The water appropriation program entails



         18      administering the Water Appropriation Act.



         19   Q  So you heard the testimony of Mr. Stewart; he is the



         20      water commissioner at the Stockton Field Office.



         21      Are you in charge of overseeing or assisting with



         22      all of the Division's water commissioners?



         23   A  We have four field offices in Kansas, each one with



         24      a water commissioner.  And those field offices are



         25      in the water appropriation program.
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          1   Q  Mr. Letourneau, have you been here in the audience



          2      throughout today's hearing?



          3   A  Yes.



          4   Q  Did you hear some testimony or mention given of the



          5      prior appropriation doctrine?



          6   A  Yes.



          7   Q  Sometimes it has maybe been referred to today as



          8      "first in time, first in right"?



          9   A  (Witness indicated.)



         10   Q  Is that a yes?



         11   A  Yes.



         12   Q  I can't recall whether one of the witnesses said



         13      this, I think so, but I won't -- so I won't phrase



         14      the question this way.



         15                If this LEMA is designated as currently



         16      proposed, will that be the end of the prior



         17      appropriation doctrine?



         18   A  No.



         19   Q  Can you explain what you mean by that?



         20   A  Absolutely.  Water rights in Kansas have a priority



         21      based on the time the application was filed.  And



         22      this proposed LEMA is a management plan that



         23      establishes allocations.  Those allocations were



         24      going to be across the board, not based on priority.



         25                But you heard priority first in time,
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          1      first in right and things.  This LEMA does not touch



          2      the first in time, first in right for priority if



          3      impairment would occur.  If there was interaction



          4      between two water rights, then the junior water



          5      right will still be curtailed to meet the senior



          6      water right's needs.



          7   Q  Okay.  So looking -- currently on the projection, we



          8      have Attachment 1 to the GMD's proposed LEMA.  And



          9      this is their map that shows the different colored



         10      townships, correct?



         11   A  Correct.



         12   Q  So I am going to ask you to -- for example, look at



         13      any two townships where there are two different



         14      colors that are adjacent to each other.  Okay?



         15   A  Okay.



         16   Q  If a senior water right is in the more restrictive



         17      of the two townships and the junior is across the



         18      township line on the less restrictive of the two



         19      colored townships, if the junior claims to DWR



         20      that -- I am sorry.  If the senior claims to DWR



         21      that the junior across the township line is



         22      impairing the senior's water rights, what action



         23      will the Division take?



         24   A  Actually in that case, we would conduct a pump test



         25      to see how much interaction between the two wells,
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          1      if any.  And we would make a determination of what



          2      percentage then that junior was impacting the



          3      senior's water right and we would curtail pumping



          4      based on that percentage.



          5   Q  So this LEMA as proposed, with its different



          6      allocations based on different townships, that will



          7      not prevent a junior -- a senior water right from



          8      claiming -- from being able to claim to your agency



          9      that an impairment exists?  They will still be able



         10      to make that claim and you will still analyze that



         11      claim?



         12   A  Absolutely.



         13   Q  And if you find that impairment has occurred by the



         14      junior, you will perform some sort of action to



         15      honor the priority of the senior; is that correct?



         16   A  Correct.



         17   Q  If someone is issued a certificate of appropriation,



         18      does that guarantee that they -- well, let me back



         19      up.  Strike that.



         20                If someone is issued a certificate of



         21      appropriation, they are given an authorized



         22      quantity; is that correct?



         23   A  Correct.



         24   Q  Is that a guarantee that they will always be able to



         25      withdraw that quantity of water from the aquifer?
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          1   A  No.  Just because you have a water right, it doesn't



          2      guarantee you have water.



          3                MR. OLEEN:  No further questions.



          4                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Mr. Traster,



          5      anything?



          6              CROSS EXAMINATION OF LANE LETOURNEAU



          7      BY MR. TRASTER:



          8   Q  I have told this joke five times and it gets funnier



          9      every time.  You know, I finally get to cross



         10      examine you under oath.



         11                How long have you been the program manager



         12      at DWR?



         13   A  The program manager, Dave, I think 2008.  It is now



         14      nine years, I believe.



         15   Q  And what were you -- how long have you been with the



         16      DWR?



         17   A  I have 30 years now.



         18   Q  What was your role before program manager?



         19   A  Okay.  I came in 30 years ago as a Hydro 1,



         20      processing new applications.



         21   Q  Okay.



         22   A  Then a number of years after that when -- I believe



         23      a law changed to where we -- we were required --



         24      folks were required to file annual water use



         25      reports, and so I became the state's water use
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          1      coordinator, was that title.  Then as -- because



          2      that had a civil penalty attached to it, when our



          3      laws were changed then for civil penalty authority,



          4      I got handed that also.  So I was in compliance,



          5      enforcement and water use for a number of years.



          6   Q  So reviewing new appropriations, compliance and



          7      enforcement, and then in charge of the whole



          8      program, generally?



          9   A  Yeah.  Then, David, I got added -- while I was



         10      working on new applications, I also worked on change



         11      applications.  So --



         12   Q  Okay.



         13   A  I worked on everything but the certificate.



         14   Q  All right.  So the Division of Water Resources has



         15      had a number of -- very briefly, there was -- in



         16      1999, there was a statute change and DWR took its



         17      policy and procedure manual and put it into



         18      regulations; you were familiar with that process and



         19      how that came about?



         20   A  Yes.



         21   Q  Generally speaking, tell me about the policy and



         22      procedure manual versus the regulations.



         23   A  Okay.  And I will just state it based on how I



         24      understand it.



         25   Q  Yeah, absolutely.
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          1   A  We -- when I first started, we had two large books,



          2      still have and I still maintain.  Denise Rolfs



          3      [phon] was David Pope, the previous Chief Engineer's



          4      secretary.  She maintained what was called policies



          5      and procedures established from the Chief Engineer.



          6                And those were policies that we used then



          7      to, you know, process new applications, change



          8      applications, certificates, on how we did things.



          9      Well, then in 1999 the law changed from when we were



         10      the Board of Agriculture and became the Department



         11      of Agriculture.  And we -- our secretary then got



         12      some administrative authority.  It is my



         13      understanding then our policies and procedures did



         14      not have the force and effect of law, so we had to



         15      put those in rules and regs.



         16   Q  Okay.  I think that is enough.  It is kind of fun to



         17      go into the details, but let's not.



         18   A  Okay.



         19                (Marked Exhibit N, Exhibit O, Exhibit P,



         20      Exhibit R.)



         21   Q  (BY MR. TRASTER)  So I have handed you a series



         22      of -- this stack of documents.  The top document is



         23      Exhibit N, as in Nathan.  Is that an example of a



         24      policy of -- the kind of policies that were in place



         25      that were in this -- in these two notebooks?
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          1   A  Yes.



          2   Q  I have just one notebook.  I didn't know there were



          3      two.  What is -- I mean, is it --



          4   A  I imagine what Denise Rolfs kept was the history.



          5      And so I think our books are -- would have every



          6      iteration of the policy.



          7   Q  Sometime I would like to see your books.



          8   A  Absolutely.



          9   Q  That is fine, a different issue.  All right.  So



         10      take a look at Exhibit N and tell me what it is.



         11   A  This is Administrative Policy Number 83-33 and the



         12      subject is Allowable Quantities, Certificates of



         13      Appropriation For Irrigation Use.



         14   Q  And the certificate -- I mean, basically this



         15      provides that when you issue a certificate -- now,



         16      the water right has been applied for and perfected



         17      and you are issuing the certificate.  When you are



         18      issuing a certificate, you are supposed to reduce



         19      the quantity in this to two and a half -- two and a



         20      quarter acre-feet per acre, correct?



         21   A  Yes, if it was higher than two and a quarter.



         22   Q  Right.  So -- and if you look at the map that is



         23      projected on the screen, which is Attachment 1 to



         24      Exhibit A, the easternmost township shown on that



         25      map is Township 21, correct?
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          1   A  Correct.



          2   Q  And so if you compare that map to the last



          3      paragraph, the last indented paragraph in Exhibit N,



          4      all of GMD4 is west of the Township 20-21 line,



          5      correct?



          6   A  Correct.



          7   Q  So at the time this policy was in effect, every



          8      water right that is certified got reduced if it was



          9      higher to two and a half -- two and a quarter



         10      acre-feet per acre?



         11   A  Yes, if it was higher.



         12   Q  And if it was perfected at a lower quantity, then it



         13      was perfected, that was the limit.  Okay.  Can you



         14      take a look at Exhibit O, which is the next document



         15      in the series?



         16   A  Yes.



         17   Q  And that is, again, the same policy, 83.3 [sic], but



         18      it supercedes the undated version that is in



         19      Exhibit N, correct?



         20   A  Correct.



         21   Q  And it reduced the quantity in GMD4 and other areas



         22      to two and a quarter to two acre-feet per acre,



         23      right?



         24   A  Correct.



         25   Q  And take a look at Exhibit P.  And this is dated in
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          1      1986, right?  And the second page, it has the same



          2      standards showing two acre-feet per acre west of the



          3      Township 20-21 line, right?



          4   A  Correct.



          5   Q  But in this policy, we have moved from changing the



          6      certificate to the allowable quantity for a new



          7      permit, correct?



          8   A  Or it was considered reasonable to apply for a new



          9      permit.



         10   Q  Right.  Okay.  So then in 2000, you -- stepping back



         11      a little bit.  DWR publishes regulations,



         12      established regulations at the request of



         13      Groundwater Management Districts, correct?



         14   A  Correct, yes.



         15   Q  And those regulations -- are you familiar with the



         16      regulations from '83 -- you didn't come to the



         17      agency until '87, did you?



         18   A  I mean, if they were in place, I would be familiar



         19      with them, sure.



         20   Q  Sure.  But you are aware that there was a plan



         21      depletion policy in GMD4?



         22   A  Yes.



         23   Q  And how to calculate that?  I mean, you weren't in



         24      the -- you were doing permits back --



         25   A  Correct.
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          1   Q  -- when you first came?  So it was a two-mile radius



          2      circle and it was two percent?



          3   A  Correct.



          4   Q  And then it changed to one and then it went to safe



          5      yield, sustainable yield, whatever that --



          6   A  Yeah.  Then we were very fortunate in the new



          7      applications unit because we actually would make



          8      sure that that application was in proper form and we



          9      sent it out to the Groundwater Management District



         10      for their recommendation.



         11   Q  Sure.  And so all these permits that were issued



         12      either up until '91 would have been for two



         13      acre-feet per acre, and then later it was -- when



         14      the regulation was amended, it went to 1.5, right?



         15   A  Correct.



         16   Q  And so -- now, when you issue a permit -- when the



         17      Chief Engineer issues a permit, he makes findings of



         18      fact, doesn't he?



         19   A  Yes.



         20   Q  The statute requires him to make findings of fact?



         21   A  Correct.



         22   Q  And in each one of those cases, he issues a cover



         23      letter; does it not?



         24   A  Yes.



         25   Q  And the cover letter will say something to the
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          1      effect that we find that the quantity is reasonable



          2      and if you -- let me make sure I -- in looking at



          3      Exhibit R in that stack -- and I will represent to



          4      you that these came out of my files.  They are not



          5      necessarily in GMD4, but they are typical letters --



          6      well, they are letters that came out of my file.



          7      Are these -- take a look at them, 68, 72, 76.  I



          8      mean, these are sort of typical form letters that



          9      DWR has used over the years; are they not?



         10   A  Yes.



         11   Q  And then toward then end, there are a couple of



         12      judgment sheets, right?



         13   A  Yes.



         14   Q  And those judgment sheets contain the information



         15      and findings that DWR has to make -- that the Chief



         16      Engineer has to make in order for him to issue a



         17      permit, right?



         18   A  Correct.



         19   Q  And those findings include good faith, proper form,



         20      beneficial purpose, within reasonable limitations,



         21      one [inaudible] use and doesn't create [inaudible]



         22      or unduly affect the public interest, right?



         23   A  Yes.



         24   Q  Those are the findings that he has to make before he



         25      can issue a permit by statute, right?
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          1   A  Right.



          2   Q  And so when he does that and somebody perfects the



          3      water right, that water right has characteristics,



          4      doesn't it?  It has a priority date, it has a file



          5      number, it has a rate, it has a quantity, it has a



          6      place of use, it has a point of diversion, it has



          7      like eight or nine characteristics --



          8   A  And use made of water.



          9   Q  Use made of water.  So -- and you are familiar with



         10      the Clawson versus DWR case?



         11   A  Yes.



         12   Q  And it says that once that permit is issued, the



         13      Chief Engineer doesn't have authority to reduce it,



         14      doesn't it?



         15                MR. OLEEN:  I will object.  That is a



         16      conclusion of law.  I think Mr. Traster has had a



         17      similar objection, so I will put mine on the record



         18      as well.



         19                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.



         20                MR. DEES:  I concur in that objection.



         21                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         22      Very good.



         23   Q  (BY MR. TRASTER)  You have read the Clawson case?



         24   A  Yes.



         25   Q  And it says that he can't retain jurisdiction to



�



                                                                   261





          1      make reductions after the permit is issued, right?



          2      If you know.



          3   A  You know, there is -- I do know that we can't retain



          4      jurisdiction, but I don't know about reductions.  I



          5      will be honest about that.



          6   Q  All right.  That is fine.  So --



          7   A  Well, and I don't know if we are -- we are not



          8      actually reducing the water right with this LEMA.



          9   Q  Right.  I understand that.



         10   A  It is a management plan that sets an allocation.



         11      Someone can still pump their authorized quantity as



         12      long as it is within the five-year allocation, over



         13      five years.  So we are not making a reduction.  We



         14      are -- this is trying to implement a management



         15      plan.



         16   Q  I see.  Okay.  So it doesn't change the terms of the



         17      water right, it just means that you -- you just



         18      can't use it according to its terms; fair?



         19   A  You can within one or two years probably, but not



         20      every year for five years.



         21   Q  Right.  Okay.  But -- and without this, this water



         22      right gives you the use -- the ability to divert the



         23      full quantity every year, not only for five years,



         24      but until there is no more water available, right?



         25   A  Right.
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          1   Q  If you want to do that.  If that is -- and that is



          2      the tragedy of the comments that we are dealing with



          3      in Western Kansas?



          4   A  That is correct.



          5   Q  In your written testimony, according to -- well, how



          6      many LEMAs are there now; do you know?



          7   A  One.



          8   Q  Just one?



          9   A  Correct.



         10   Q  And that is in the Sheridan 6?



         11   A  Yes.



         12   Q  Okay.  And there are a lot of others under



         13      consideration?



         14   A  Not LEMAs.  We have got a number of water



         15      conservation areas under consideration, but this is



         16      the only -- oh, there is another one that is being



         17      considered in GMD5.



         18   Q  There are some on the horizon?



         19   A  Correct.



         20   Q  People are discussing this?



         21   A  Yes.



         22   Q  And in your written testimony, you say that you have



         23      hired staff to coordinate this, this LEMA, if it



         24      is -- is that position filled?



         25   A  Yes.
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          1   Q  So if you got a position to coordinate and help with



          2      this LEMA, but it hasn't been approved yet, can't



          3      one conclude that it is complete?



          4   A  No.  I can -- to explain our plans on staffing.  I



          5      was on the Governor's Water Vision Team.  And we



          6      went out, I don't know, 500 meetings, I think, is



          7      the number of meetings we had with thousands of



          8      people.  And what we heard was we need to do



          9      something and we need to do it locally.  And so what



         10      we -- then knowing that the LEMA process would



         11      require additional staff time from us and then also



         12      the water conservation areas was going to require



         13      additional staff time from us, so it wasn't just



         14      thinking that this LEMA is going to go through; we



         15      have got multiple conservation plans that we needed



         16      additional staff for.



         17   Q  And that was pretty much what Kelly testified to as



         18      well, right, that -- well, it was more than that.



         19      But in your written testimony that you submitted,



         20      you say it is a dedicated staff person with the



         21      primary responsibility of assisting within the field



         22      office area, including GMD4 stakeholders, in



         23      developing and administering LEMAs and water



         24      conservation hearings.  I mean, really it looks like



         25      you hired somebody to administer this LEMA, even
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          1      though it hasn't been approved yet?  I am just



          2      telling you how it looks.  I am not -- I mean, I am



          3      just saying.  Do you see what I am saying?



          4   A  Yeah.  We do, but we also know that we will have



          5      water conservation areas also that -- where we



          6      needed help.



          7   Q  All right.



          8                MR. TRASTER:  I don't have any further



          9      questions.



         10                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Very good.



         11      Thank you.  Any follow-up?  Mr. Oleen?



         12             REDIRECT EXAMINATION OF LANE LETOURNEAU



         13      BY MR. OLEEN:



         14   Q  Mr. Letourneau, do you know when the LEMA statute



         15      was passed?



         16   A  I can look it up.  2011, maybe.



         17                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  '12.



         18   A  '12?  Okay.



         19   Q  (BY MR. OLEEN)  Was it passed after all these -- I



         20      think it was Exhibits N through R that Mr. Traster



         21      referred to, some old policies and old letters.  Was



         22      the LEMA statute passed after those exhibits were



         23      created?



         24   A  Yes.



         25                MR. OLEEN:  No further questions.
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          1                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Very well.



          2      Mr. Dees, anything?



          3                MR. DEES:  No.



          4                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.



          5                MR. TRASTER:  No further questions.



          6                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Very good.  I



          7      just found one correction in your testimony.  I



          8      don't know when you became program manager, but it



          9      was 2007.  You were in place when I became Chief



         10      Engineer.  Maybe it was during 2007.  I am not sure.



         11      All right.  Anything else from the DWR?



         12                MR. OLEEN:  No further witnesses from DWR.



         13                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         14                MR. TRASTER:  We call Bert Stramel.



         15                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         16      Bert Stramel.



         17                THE REPORTER:  Did you have an Exhibit Q?



         18      Was there a Q?



         19                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Yeah.  So I



         20      guess we didn't deal with the exhibits.  Do you want



         21      all the exhibits entered?



         22                MR. TRASTER:  I move for the admission of



         23      the exhibits.



         24                THE REPORTER:  I don't remember Exhibit Q.



         25                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.  So



�



                                                                   266





          1      Exhibits N, O, P and R have been requested.  Any



          2      objections?  Aaron?



          3                MR. OLEEN:  One moment.  Let me make sure



          4      I --



          5                MR. TRASTER:  Are there any skips in that?



          6      We have got --



          7                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  There is no Q.



          8                MR. TRASTER:  No Q, but A through R is --



          9                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  As far as I



         10      know, we have done everything.



         11                MR. OLEEN:  Mr. Traster, did you



         12      redact -- did you say you redacted some information



         13      from the letters on Exhibit R?



         14                MR. TRASTER:  I didn't say that, but I



         15      did.



         16                MR. OLEEN:  Okay.  What did you redact?



         17                MR. TRASTER:  I just redacted any personal



         18      information to -- I wanted the forms of the letters



         19      that are typical to be in the record.  And, by the



         20      way, those same letters are attached, and so it



         21      is just --



         22                MR. OLEEN:  No objection to N, O, P and R.



         23                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.  So



         24      we will have all those admitted and there will be



         25      no Q admitted.  All right.  Have a seat and tell us



�



                                                                   267





          1      your name and address.



          2                BERT STRAMEL:  Bert Stramel, 1267 K25,



          3      Colby, Kansas.  I live and farm here in Colby.



          4               DIRECT EXAMINATION OF BERT STRAMEL



          5      BY MR. TRASTER:



          6   Q  And you are --



          7                THE REPORTER:  Hold on.  I haven't sworn



          8      him in yet.



          9                MR. TRASTER:  Oh, swear him in then.



         10                (Mr. Stramel was sworn.)



         11   Q  (BY MR. TRASTER)  You are one of the intervenors in



         12      this case?



         13   A  I am.



         14   Q  And did you give us an address?  You might have.



         15   A  Yeah.  1267 K25, Colby.



         16   Q  And just like we have done elsewhere, go ahead and



         17      say what you need to say.



         18   A  I would like to put just a little bit of a personal



         19      aspect to this.



         20                This has probably been the most



         21      informational meeting we have had on this whole



         22      process the whole time.  I don't know if that is



         23      because you are in charge or what the case is.



         24                But as a farmer, we start everything with



         25      a process and we try and know everything we can
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          1      about that process going forward when we pick out



          2      hybrids, when we pick out machinery that we use.  We



          3      try and get as much knowledge and as much data about



          4      everything and we try and max it out to the absolute



          5      max that we can in order to be profitable and



          6      efficient.



          7                And in this case, many of the things we



          8      asked for at the very beginning, like increased



          9      measuring points or increased data points so that we



         10      can actually find out where we can do the most good



         11      and do the most good, and to back up some of these



         12      maps have been ignored from the beginning.



         13                Many of us today have talked about this



         14      being a real property right, and I believe it is.



         15      It has value.  I have had the City of Colby offer to



         16      buy some of mine.  And they didn't want the land,



         17      they wanted the water and access to it.  And that



         18      shows that it has a cash value.



         19                And I have five kids at home and I want



         20      them to be able to have all the types of enjoyment



         21      and use of the water that we have now.  But I also



         22      want them to have other rights that have been



         23      granted to them.  And I don't foresee, just because



         24      it is for the greater good, to take away a right or



         25      restrict it.  I feel that is a slippery slope.
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          1                It is like today, this was the first time



          2      the 25 -- no more than 25 percent reduction was



          3      actually explained to an extent that it could be



          4      understood.



          5                We have never had a full explanation of



          6      how this appeals process is going to work.  I have



          7      several of my personal water rights that I know are



          8      going to need to go through this appeal, and I am



          9      not sure how well I am going be served by it without



         10      knowing the process, without knowing who is going to



         11      be in charge of it, if it is going to be this



         12      current board, if it is going to be the current



         13      staff.  I mean, who knows what future staff or



         14      future boards are going to look like.  And to just



         15      walk into this without having some of these



         16      questions answered is reckless.  We wouldn't go into



         17      our fields and plant something without having some



         18      idea of what to expect.



         19                I am closely related to two of the board



         20      members.  And I don't know how that affects it, but



         21      there could be some family issues there and I am not



         22      sure how that is going to work out.



         23                Also, some of the board members were



         24      competitors.  We have bid on the same property.  We



         25      work in the same neighborhoods.  We bid on the same
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          1      contracts or same leases.  And there is going to be



          2      some dynamics in that.  And only being able to



          3      appeal to staff -- and then how much further you can



          4      take it past that, there is no -- there is no third



          5      party.  There is no jury of your peers.  It is just



          6      too much to give up without knowing in the beginning



          7      what we are getting into.



          8                A lot of the people aren't here today, and



          9      it is because a lot of people -- this is a big year.



         10      We have had two years of declining farm incomes, and



         11      there is a lot of people just hanging on.  And if



         12      you didn't fully understand it, which I think there



         13      is a lot of people that don't fully understand, you



         14      are going to go home and you are going to take care



         15      of your home.



         16                So in those regards, that is most of my --



         17      my deal.  I just -- today was -- I would almost ask



         18      you to hold another one of these hearings because of



         19      so much information that has come out that never



         20      came out in the informational hearings we had before



         21      this.



         22                MR. TRASTER:  Can you mark that as Q?



         23                THE REPORTER:  Yes.



         24                (Marked Exhibit Q.)



         25   Q  (BY MR. TRASTER)  I am going to hand you what has
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          1      been marked as Exhibit Q.  Can you identify that?



          2   A  I believe this is the handout we were given at the



          3      informational meeting here in Colby.



          4   Q  And so when you turn it over and look at the front



          5      page down in the lower corner, there is a -- if you



          6      will turn it over, there are some dates for



          7      meetings.  Do you see those?



          8   A  Yes.



          9   Q  And those are the same dates that were announced



         10      earlier today, when the public meetings were,



         11      correct?



         12   A  That is correct.



         13   Q  And so what is on the back of that document?



         14   A  It is just a few highlights.  It has a couple of



         15      bullet points here of the plan.



         16   Q  Let me take a look here real quick.  So you were



         17      here for Mr. Luhman's testimony, right?



         18   A  I was.



         19   Q  And he testified that the plan itself with all the



         20      detail was published on their website about the time



         21      or in the time frame when it was submitted to the



         22      DWR for review.  Your heard that?



         23   A  I believe so.



         24   Q  Okay.  And so this document that you are seeing now,



         25      is that -- did you receive or were you aware of
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          1      other documents between the Colby meeting and



          2      that -- published on the website that gave you the



          3      specific details that are in the plan now?



          4   A  I may have been given a handout at a GMD4 monthly



          5      meeting.  Other than that, no, there was no handout



          6      of the actual LEMA plan --



          7   Q  Okay.



          8   A  -- prior to that.



          9   Q  The plan was explained at the these public meetings?



         10   A  In pretty big generalities.



         11   Q  Okay.  Tell me about that.



         12   A  Well, after reading the plan now and looking back,



         13      there was no discussion as to the meter logging,



         14      where you would need to, I believe, keep an accurate



         15      log of your -- of all water meters every two weeks.



         16      And there was no mention that if that log was



         17      incomplete or inaccurate and you have a meter



         18      failing, that you could possibly lose an entire



         19      year's allocation because of it.



         20   Q  Okay.  And this -- you mentioned the appeal process.



         21      I mean, it is to the staff and then the board.  But



         22      if the board votes against you, there is no further



         23      process that you are aware of?



         24   A  Not to my knowledge.  Even reading the LEMA document



         25      now, I believe that it is an appeal to staff and
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          1      then an appeal to the board.



          2   Q  And that is it?



          3   A  And that is it.  I don't know where else you would



          4      go after that.



          5   Q  All right.  Very good.



          6                MR. TRASTER:  No further questions.  Is



          7      there anything else you need to add?  Okay.  No



          8      further questions.



          9                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



         10      Mr. Dees?



         11                MR. DEES:  Real briefly.



         12                CROSS EXAMINATION OF BERT STRAMEL



         13      BY MR. DEES:



         14   Q  So is it your testimony that you did attend the



         15      Colby public meeting where -- is it Exhibit S --



         16   A  Q.



         17   Q  Q.  Where Exhibit Q was handed out?



         18   A  Yes.



         19   Q  Okay.  And is it your testimony today that you have



         20      attended multiple board meetings over the last, I



         21      don't know, two years?



         22   A  Yes.



         23   Q  Okay.  And at those board meetings, have there been



         24      discussions about the LEMA?



         25   A  Yes.
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          1   Q  Okay.  Have there been open forum sessions where you



          2      could make personal comments?



          3   A  Yes, you can make comments.



          4   Q  Have you made comments?



          5   A  I have.



          6   Q  Okay.  Have they been about the LEMA?



          7   A  I have.



          8   Q  Okay.  As well as, I believe -- did you attend the



          9      initial hearing in front of Hearing Officer Owen?



         10   A  I did.



         11   Q  Okay.  And did you make -- did you submit testimony



         12      there?



         13   A  I did.  I did oral and written testimony.



         14   Q  Okay.  And then you have come today and you have



         15      presented oral testimony in -- I am not sure if you



         16      have presented written testimony.  Have you --



         17   A  Not today, I haven't.



         18   Q  Okay.  But you may do that or you may not, depending



         19      on what you want to do?



         20   A  Correct.



         21   Q  Okay.  And you did say that you had thought you had



         22      been given a handout at the GMD4 board meeting that



         23      had more specifics of the plan; is that correct?



         24   A  It is -- when -- I think at the meeting that they --



         25      the motion was presented to forward it onto the
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          1      Chief Engineer.  I believe there was a handout



          2      then --



          3   Q  Okay.



          4   A  -- that we were able to take a look at.



          5   Q  Were you at the annual -- excuse me, the 2017 annual



          6      GMD4 meeting?



          7   A  Was that in Goodland at the water -- yeah, I was



          8      there.



          9   Q  Okay.  And was the LEMA discussed there, that you



         10      know of?



         11   A  Yeah, I believe it was.



         12   Q  Okay.  Have you ever asked for the plan, outside of



         13      being handed the plan at that GMD4 board meeting



         14      where it was then approved?



         15   A  I am not sure what you would have asked for at the



         16      time.  I think it was still under -- under



         17      construction or under --



         18   Q  Okay.  So --



         19   A  I don't know -- I never had a rough draft or



         20      anything, that I know of.



         21   Q  Okay.  Did you ever ask for a rough draft?



         22   A  No, I didn't.



         23   Q  Okay.



         24                MR. DEES:  Thank you.



         25                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Mr. Oleen,
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          1      anything?



          2                MR. TRASTER:  No.



          3                MR. TRASTER:  Mr. Traster, anything



          4      further?



          5                MR. TRASTER:  No further questions.



          6                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



          7      Thank you very much.



          8                BERT STRAMEL:  Thank you.



          9                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.  Do



         10      you have anymore witnesses?



         11                MR. TRASTER:  We are done.



         12                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  You are done?



         13      Okay.



         14                I guess we didn't talk about closing



         15      remarks.  Do you-all want to make any closing



         16      remarks?  You obviously have the opportunity to



         17      provide some written comments.



         18                MR. DEES:  We have a --



         19                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Yeah, I was



         20      going to see if anybody else wanted to make any



         21      public comments, if that is what you are getting to



         22      there.



         23                So that concludes our formal process.  I



         24      will, before we sort of move to conclusion, ask if



         25      there is any public that would like to make any
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          1      additional statements.  Yes.  Come on forward,



          2      please.



          3                All right.  I would ask if you could state



          4      your name for the record.



          5                MIKE SCHULTZ:  My name is Mike Schultz.  I



          6      live in Brewster, Kansas, 118 6th Street,



          7      S-C-H-U-L-T-Z.



          8                (Mr. Schultz was sworn.)



          9                MIKE SCHULTZ:  I thank you for having me



         10      here today.  I want to thank GMD4 for this work.  I



         11      have been serving on the [inaudible] River Basin



         12      Advisory Board for the governor of Kansas, I guess,



         13      or the Groundwater Management District.  So I have



         14      been involved in the water industry for years and



         15      years.  I have been a past irrigator, a



         16      farmer/rancher.  I own land here in Thomas County.



         17      My family homesteaded in the 1890s.  By the way, we



         18      have never had an irrigation well on our own land.



         19      We have rented irrigation land before.  I have done



         20      that.



         21                I would ask that, has anybody here ever



         22      not had water?  Go turn the spigot on some day and



         23      find out.  I am a stock guy.  I own a cattle



         24      operation.  And I am really concerned about the



         25      impairment clause in the water law because I have
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          1      been impaired by irrigation.  I have not taken it to



          2      task yet.  I have got a neighbor that I seriously



          3      think about doing that with.  But to drill a well is



          4      6 to $8,000.  I have been through that.  So we have



          5      spent some money dealing with those things.



          6                The one thing I want to do is ask the



          7      question to people about water quality versus water



          8      quantity.  The reason I bring that up is I am also a



          9      city administrator for a city superintendent for the



         10      City of Brewster.  We are getting ready to spend



         11      $1.5 million, possibly, on a water treatment plant,



         12      if we can't find an alternative source.  And that



         13      comes into the issue of agriculture, because it is a



         14      nitrate contamination problem.



         15                So I would tell some of you that less than



         16      three percent of the world's water is potable, is



         17      good to use, and that the Ogallala Aquifer is some



         18      of the best in the world.  We found out that in the



         19      1940s, I believe it was, there was an article that



         20      came out when they kind of discovered the Ogallala



         21      Aquifer and they thought it was an inexhaustible



         22      supply of water.  It was designed for people to put



         23      back and maybe go home tonight and just Google a



         24      search "Kansas" and then scroll up and look at the



         25      pivots.  And Nebraska is a unique place.  They
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          1      actually increased the water there versus us --



          2      declining usage here in the Untied -- in Kansas.  So



          3      that is a big concern to me of what's going on.



          4                But if you look at the problem, it is



          5      overproduction.  We have people that have abused the



          6      water rights.  I know in the '70s, we had ditch



          7      irrigation and we wasted tons of water.  Everybody



          8      thought it was never going to end.  Well, guess



          9      what?  The days are here.  We have got to pay



         10      attention.



         11                I think, too, also back in the early days



         12      irrigation was developed to help with the livestock



         13      needs in these counties out here in Northwest



         14      Kansas.  One of the biggest reasons the irrigation



         15      took off was for livestock.  It wasn't so much it



         16      produced $2.90 corn, but that is what we have got to



         17      deal with.  Border [inaudible] does that.



         18                You know, I see the biggest problem in the



         19      water deal -- and, you know, I have made the



         20      statement several times.  We are getting into a



         21      position of trying to curb water use when we have



         22      got people that think they are going to farm every



         23      acre in the county and they are going to feed the



         24      world.  And 80 percent of the world's population



         25      makes less than $1,200, and we are not going to do
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          1      that.



          2                So my deal with the water concern is --



          3      and I know because I -- but at $8 a thousand for --



          4      even Eastern Kansas towards the Hays/Wilson area,



          5      you do the math on a simple 120-acre pivot.  At $8 a



          6      thousand -- and come tell me what your corn is worth



          7      at $8 a thousand.  And it takes up to 3,000 gallons



          8      of water to produce a bushel of corn today.  And at



          9      $8, you do the math.



         10                So I guess that we are all coming at it



         11      with a little different deal and a pretty



         12      conservative deal.  And I think the LEMA even needs



         13      to be more strict.  If we don't see a decline



         14      stopping, we have got to go to the next level.  And



         15      so I want to lay that out there.



         16                I heard a comment made today that, you



         17      know, maybe people are being treated worse.  And I



         18      would like to say this.  You think about treated



         19      worse.  What happens when the public runs out of



         20      water?  And, you know, a public vote on this



         21      issue -- right now, we can control our own destiny.



         22      I don't think people realize what is going to happen



         23      if it goes to a vote.



         24                I deal with the city municipal side and I



         25      talk to people every day about it.  It is a big
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          1      concern and you want to be careful what you wish



          2      for.



          3                We have about -- I think they said the



          4      people in the world, you know -- water abuse and



          5      that is what you get into when you [inaudible]



          6      quality water versus non-potable water.  And I can't



          7      stress enough the importance of taking care of what



          8      we have got here.



          9                I hope we continue.  My kids -- I would



         10      like to have people come back.  I have people that



         11      work for me.  I am just like everybody else.  I know



         12      that these rents are going to get us in trouble.  We



         13      have got $2.90 corn and people have got to pay their



         14      bills.  I know what they are fighting.  It is not a



         15      big deal.  It is financially.  I know.  I have been



         16      in the deal.  I have been in the stock market in the



         17      '80s.  We lost a lot of money.  You make decisions



         18      that sometimes don't work out.



         19                So if you are going to over-produce and



         20      waste the good water, I just can try to warn people,



         21      pay attention.  It is worth more than the oil or



         22      anything underground, what you produce on top.  But



         23      I think water is very important.



         24                So with that, I just wanted to make sure



         25      people understood how important water is.
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          1                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Thank you very



          2      much.  Any questions from either side?



          3                MR. TRASTER:  No questions.



          4                MR. DEES:  No.



          5                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  All right.



          6      Thank you.  Last call.  Any public comments out



          7      there?  Yes.



          8                JACE MOSBARGER:  Jace Mosbarger again.  Do



          9      you need --



         10                THE REPORTER:  You have been sworn.



         11                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Yeah.  I will



         12      just remind you, you are under oath.



         13                JACE MOSBARGER:  Okay.  So a lot of people



         14      are really struggling with when some of this



         15      information came out to the public.  I still state



         16      my recollection of the information and actual



         17      language of the LEMA.



         18                So the first time I had open access to the



         19      actual language of what the fleshed-out LEMA plan



         20      was going to appear to be was the day of the annual



         21      meeting -- the morning of the day of the annual



         22      meeting in a back room behind closed doors with some



         23      coffee and donuts at the Northwest Kansas Technical



         24      College Union.



         25                This was also the day of -- after handing



�



                                                                   283





          1      it out, 15 minutes later we had a public session and



          2      then went back behind the doors and approved it to



          3      be sent off to the Chief Engineer.  So that is my



          4      public knowledge of how -- what I was exposed to



          5      to actually see the language and protest the -- the



          6      public meetings just were not very detailed.  Like



          7      everybody said, they were so vague.  Nobody really



          8      even knew how to find it or how to approach it



          9      because we didn't understand it.



         10                Today, like Bert said, was the first day



         11      we have ever understood that 25 percent and how that



         12      plays into our water right.  And for a lot of these



         13      water rights, that is a very important issue of the



         14      issue.



         15                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  And what was



         16      the date of that annual meeting; do you know?



         17                JACE MOSBARGER:  Ray would -- somebody



         18      else would know the actual date.



         19                RAY LUHMAN:  It was in February, but I



         20      couldn't tell you the date without looking at it.



         21                MR. TRASTER:  If it was the day it was



         22      approved, it was June 8th.



         23                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Well, there



         24      were two -- there was a version sent -- they sent a



         25      version in February, and so it was approved to send.
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          1      So that is probably the version.



          2                JACE MOSBARGER:  I think it was in



          3      February of 2017, the day of the annual meeting.



          4                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Right.



          5                JACE MOSBARGER:  It was predate -- or the



          6      top of the page said June 8th, or it was, you know,



          7      forward-dated to when it was going to kind of be



          8      sent off.



          9                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Okay.  Sure.



         10                UNKNOWN SPEAKER:  When you said "behind



         11      closed doors", did you mean like in executive



         12      session or just --



         13                JACE MOSBARGER:  No.  The door was open to



         14      the public, but it wasn't easily accessible?  As a



         15      person -- the public, you kind of needed to know



         16      where you were heading; you didn't stumble upon it.



         17                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Right.



         18                JACE MOSBARGER:  And I just wanted to go



         19      on record lastly to say that I am a third generation



         20      farmer in Sherman County with two young boys that



         21      have already expressed a high interest in farming



         22      and that there are many people like me that would



         23      oppose this current LEMA, but have a long-vested



         24      interest in this community and this water.



         25                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Thank you.  Any
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          1      questions?



          2                MR. TRASTER:  No questions.



          3                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Very good.



          4                MR. TRASTER:  One thing.  I just want to



          5      be -- make the record clear that we have had an



          6      interesting hearing and it has been helpful, but



          7      there are a lot of unanswered questions still.  We



          8      need more documents.  And I believe that both Aaron



          9      and Adam are working real hard to get those



         10      documents to us.



         11                But in terms of -- I mean, there are going



         12      to be more questions.  And you have given us the



         13      opportunity to submit additional -- make additional



         14      submissions and we understand that and appreciate



         15      it.  But I don't think the record can be closed at



         16      this time.  There are a lot of questions and maybe



         17      not an opportunity to answer them, but I just want



         18      to be clear that there is still more to come, I



         19      think.



         20                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Mr. Dees?



         21                MR. DEES:  Just a real quick response to



         22      that.



         23                I don't think the record is going to be



         24      closed until December 12th for submission of written



         25      testimony.  If I --
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          1                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Yeah.  I will



          2      get to the record in a minute.  That is correct.



          3                MR. DEES:  Thanks.



          4                HEARING OFFICER BARFIELD:  Very good.



          5                Well, I appreciate everybody attending



          6      today.  It has been a long day and I appreciate the



          7      group here that has participated in the hearing.  So



          8      let me go ahead and move us toward conclusion.



          9                Again, as we just alluded to, you will be



         10      free to provide written testimony, whether you



         11      provided oral testimony here or not.  Again, back on



         12      the back table there is a little card that sort of



         13      indicates how you can go about providing that



         14      testimony.



         15                Written comments must be submitted or



         16      postmarked by December 12th.  Anyone may submit



         17      written testimony before that date and your comments



         18      will be made part of the record of this hearing.



         19      Information is available -- well, those instructions



         20      are back there.  I already referred to that.



         21                As we receive written testimony, it will



         22      be posted on our website.  We will also post a



         23      transcript of this hearing on our website as soon as



         24      it becomes available.  The record will close on



         25      December 12th, 2017.
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          1                After it is closed, I will review the



          2      record and make a decision on how to proceed



          3      pursuant to the GMD's request.  Just as in statute,



          4      there are two separate hearings for a successful



          5      LEMA process.  And actually the statute requires two



          6      separate orders.  First, pursuant to statute, I have



          7      180 days to issue my order of decision.  In this



          8      order of decision -- 120 days.  Yeah, I have 120



          9      days to issue my order of decision.



         10                In that order, I have the following



         11      choices.  I can accept the LEMA plan as proposed.  I



         12      can reject the LEMA plan as insufficient to address



         13      the conditions.  I can return the plan, if it is



         14      determined to be deficient with reasons and options



         15      for the GMD to revise and resubmit the plan.  Or,



         16      fourthly, I can return the plan with specific



         17      suggestions or improvements, which the GMD can



         18      accept or reject.



         19                If the order of decision accepts the plan,



         20      then I will subsequently issue an order of



         21      designation, designating the area of the LEMA and



         22      ordering the specific corrective controls within the



         23      plan.



         24                Since the GMD has already proposed changes



         25      to the proposed plan, it is likely that the order of



�



                                                                   288





          1      decision will return the plan to the GMD for further



          2      consideration, proposed changes, and any other



          3      matters that I determine necessary.



          4                I appreciate your appearance and your



          5      comments today.  And, again, with that we will close



          6      the oral testimony in this matter.  Thank you.



          7                        * * * * *
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